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ABSTRACT ^ ^ - ' 

' There has been speculation that the 26 percent 
decline in Seattle Public School enrolment since 1970 is partially 
due to increasing enrollment in nonpublic schools. This study 
attempted to del^ermine'' whether there has been an. increasing trend 
toward nonpublic ^chool enrollment in Seattle and what reasons 

^parents give for ti^an^f erring, their children from the public ■ schools. 
An analysis o^ available data on enrollment trends in Seattle public 
and nonpublic schools and on transfers from public to nonpublic 
schools for the years 197 0^76 was made. In addition^ survey . ^ 
questionnaires wer^ sent to thd parents of all Seattle students who , 

.transferred to nonpublic schools between July*1975 and April 1977. 
Findings of the study weije inconclusive regarding net out-mig-ration 

%pf students to nonpublic schools^ but showed that while public sdhool 
Wrollaent has dropped^ nonpublic school enrollment has increased^ 
Transfer rates* were highest. from the Garfield and Roosevelt school 
attendcince areas^ ang^he rate of transfers by white students was 
higher than the percentage of white students in the public schools. 
About half of the responding parent fe indicated that dissatisfaction 
with the Seattle Public Schools was, the reason for their child^s 
transfer to a nonpublic school. (JG) ' 
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Sp«cul«Cloi; thft the coaclnuinc d«clin« of S««ttl« Pul^llc School enrolliMnt is partially due to in- 
cruising *nroll;dbnt in aoa«*p\}blic tcbools ltd ta th« pr#««nt ^ttidy. The study attempted to answer 
two <|tt«stions: " ^'>^^ * * 

1. Has there been an increasing trend of Seattle students enrolling in nb^^piiblic schools^^^ 

« 2. Whst reasons do patents give for their decision td transfer their, children £rpa S« 
• Public Schools? 



Following are the findings from an analysis of cvalljlible daks, and a survsy of parents vfaose>c)illdren 
left Seattle Public Schools to attend e non*-publlc sthool ttegveen July 1975 an^ AptU 1977. \^ 

1. . There does not appear to be an increasiz^g trvad/ iliirlraiths 1970-1976 period In nuabers^ of 
^ students. reported transferring to non«*publlc sc^xools^tob Seattle Public Schools. 

No conclusion abotxt net loss of students fros Seattle Public Schools to non«-publlc schools 
csn b» draHn» due to lack of data on in-«l^atlon of atudents from non«-public schools^ 

•* ** 

2. While Seattle School Qlst3rlct enrollasnt has been steadily dropping^ Seattle non«-publlc school 
enroUaent has recently reversedlLts domnrtrd trend and^has experienced increases in total 
population for the last two years. 4 

V 

3« The rate of reported' transfers frok schools in the Bposevelt and partlcularjLy the Garfield 
attendance areas has been algnlflcsntly higher than the rates -in other areas of the city* 

4.- The percentage of reported transfer* by iftklte* students haar b^ higher then the percentages ' 
of Vhlte studsnts eo^lled in Seattle Public Schools between 1970 and 1976. However » iA 
recent years the rate of reported transfer* by slnorlty students has grown. ^ 

S: The autvay ot parents rvrealed that reasons expressing dissatisfaction with Seattle Public - 
^ ' Schools "wei^ tha explanations for a child's transfer Si^ven by sU^tly nore then half of the ' ' 
parents . A Inealler noaber inalcated that thalr decision expressed a preference for religious 
training, for a special program ot for oon-pubUe educatlcm. The reaalnlng plants gave, s 
^ variety of otheot reasons* . , 

• " ' * > ^ * - „ ' -\ 

6* A nuiber of probleae in Seattle Ptibllc Schools wetre perceived by respondents* in the parent 
survey: 1) low a^uleaie ataadards» 2) lack of challenge and/or asslstanca to studenta^ln 
lea rnin g, 3) lack.of discipline, 4) failure to provide fpr MStery of basic skills, 
^ 5) failure to provide aoral trainings «Qd 6) decline in tfaa qusllty of teachers. 

Ke^oHMftdatlo&s^ 



1* lA order to keep acconnt of the net effect of ^ixt* aa4- oat*«lgrstlon of students fro« the Seat tle > 

B^Uc Schools, data should' be kspt on thtf.o'tlglxv of students transferring Into Seattle Ptibllc ~ 
Schools.^ This could be' achieved by estabtlshi^g a code for new registrations sistllsr to the 
taiease fceason^code need for student flies. % « - ^ 

2. Half of the pi^rents respondlag to this study expressed dissatisfaction kLth the schools as an 
laportsnt reason for withdrawing thelt children frott Seattle Ptu^Uc Schools. It would be la- . 
portent to learn wfaetiMT the general population of Seattle par^ts shared' that dissatisfaction. « 
To this eod^ a study should bs uodertaken to Identify vprobleas'^rcelved by pa^ts genetilly, 
and to detexalne the level of parentia aatlsfaetlon with the asmer in which schools respoiid to 

. .these probleaa*' ^ ^ < 

3. loth Seattle School Ittstrlct AMnistratloa slid tlie Segttle Teachers' Association should exsalne . 
tha dala of soae parents responding to the survey that the quality of Seattle Public School « 

^ taaehlae has dapXlned* 
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• ^ ■ - INTRODUCTION 

■ , '. ■ 

Seattle Public School enrollment has declined by almost 26% since 1970. In ^ * 
1975 the Seattle Office of Policy Planning reported oil the declining school-age' 
population of Seattle and, ^ttributed«* that decline not, only to'a lower birth 
rate, but also to cut-migration of families .from the- city. ^ It is not possible 
with existing data to- detail* the effect of the lower birth rate of tDut-migration 
, from Seattle on'Seattle Public School enrbllment.^ Nor is it possible at pre- 
sent to determine what part of the school enrollment decline is not due to a 
declining school-age population.^ Speculation has, arisen, however, that an in- 
creased levei df non-public sc-hooL enrollment is contributing to the loss o^f 
students from Seattle Public Schools. ^ * . 

Concern has been Expressed that^more parents are initially enrolling their chil- 
cfren in non-public schools than previously, and that increasing numbers are 
transferring their children out of Seattle rublJLc Schools into non-public schopls 
in aicid around the city of Seattle. Some people in the Seattle community have 
suggested that \^ite middle iclass families wanting to* avoid busing or racially 
mixed Schools are placing their children in non-pt^jlic schools* Others have' 
stated that parents are dissatisified wit|;i the qualfty of education in Seattle 
Public Sthools and are transferring tl^eir children; to other schools for this 
reason* ■ ^ 

Speculation about trends in parental decisions to enroll children in non-public 
^chools^and about possible reasons for these decisions led to the present study. 



PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 

V 



lTLi°'' ST'^^^^ T^'^ Seatae' Public Schools were^in fact losing students 
to non-public schools were not readily -available.- The present,study had for ita 

Sl^^:i^cL^'dSn i"^^^ fM? ^^^^^^^^'^8-^° ^^^-^^ par^nta/decisl^ns o 
enroll their children in non^public rather than public schools. 

Specifically, it' had two overal^^^als: 

* *' 
1. to deteriilne -whether there has been an increasing trend to enroll ^ 
Seattle students in non-public schools, and 

' li f^'^'^u?^^ reasons parents stated for th^ir decision-to transfer 
• their children from Seattle Public Schools. to non-public schools. 

Enrollment trends, including racial distribution, were investigated in Seattle 
schools both public -and non-public. An atten.pt was made to determine whether 
problemT. in the, public schools were among the reasons parentis gave for S^e de^- 
sion to transfer their youngsters to non-public schools. • Fiilaliy.. the study 
examined the bearing of grade level, year of transfer) type of non-pubUc sLol 
pltli^'sSoTl"' '^"'"^ deci.iorto transf^. to a nt- 
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. RESEARCH PROCEDURES 



,Thip study consisted of .two parts. First, an analysis of availkble .data was 

^ .J°l /-'-^^^'.^ questionnaire was mailed to,parents of students who 

Jef™ ""f I .'"'^ ^"^'"'^ non-public school's to ' • 

learn their reasons for ^ the transfer. ^ • 

A n alysis of Data on Enrollment Trends Seattle Public and Non'lPnKH. <,Au^^f„ ' 

tt^^ "2^^- specific numbers of . school-age youth residing in . ' 

• n.™J f ° ^"'^"i^^^ non-public schools. It is diffic/Xtt^ eatLate the 
aS'S ^^1 ^^""^^ enrSlled> schools out- 

r / °th^4ttend Seattle non-public schools whos^enrollmants 
include students from outside the city limits. 

In an attempt to dist^over whether there is an increasing trend of Seattle Barents 
to SeattL^Mf ^on-public Schools, the study focused on enrollment^atte^s 
^ iTil t^Tv, Seattle non-public schools. No attempt was ^de ^ ' 

±1 n n J?/ °^ students residing in Seat^J^e who have been Enrolled 

in non-public scfiools outside Seattle. However, north, south, aAd east of Seattle 
^^h- attractiiife Seattle students: e.g.. Forest Mdge, Kennedy High 

LrSe;tS:a?:t1S I^T^ "-'^ "^^-"^^ Schooa,^o;eL..jchl^\ 

In the section that follows, tables show the enrpllment ttends in Seaftle Public 
and non-publit schools for the years 1970 through l576. * . 

.Enrollment trends in Seattle Public Schools . Table 1. CHANGES IN SEATTLE PiraiTr' 
SCUOOL zmorn^ a-W WO-mt. shows a'.tead, ei^oS'dJ^ll^f sZt ' 
4.5% per year, or 25.9% (2i;895 students)- for the six year period. 

Racial distribution tre nds la Seattle Public Schools . Table 2 presents the 

5ctoSrM?f^"'T°°'°^^?o?^^^ ^'^^"^ enrollment for the period 

SMoi ^? T ^^"^'T^lS^y. (Regular enrollment does' not include Special 
Bducaticm students;) It should bei noted that changes in the ethiiic categories 

I^'a St'^'^'o"'?** ^ '^^^"^^ ^"^l^d^ «^he ellmin^tirof'"the." 

Since^l970, White j?egular enroll«nt has dropped by 39.7% and Black enrollment ' 
by 3.6Z. Asian regular enrollawt has increased. by 44. IZ while regular Hispanic 
and American Indian enrollments hive. almost doubled during the same period. * 
Some of Qiese. increases are due to changes In the. codling system mentioned above, 
Jffr^^^ 1976-77 school year, White regular students ^counted fojr ^ 

65 .3Z of Seattle Public School regul&r enrollment. Blacks 16.4%, Asians 10.8%. 
His^anlcs "Sl4l%>nd Anferican Indians 2.4%. V ' 



TABLE 1 



CHANGES In SEATTLE PUBLIC SCHOOL ENROLLMENT (K-12) 

1970-1976* • , 

t 



Year 



Eij^ollment 



Change 



1 


r 


---1^70=^71 


84,669 


197i-72 


^ 79,626 


1*972-73 


75,414 


1973-74 * 


72,291 


1974-75 


68,973 


1975-76 


.66,316 


1976-77 


/\62,774 



Number, 



Percent 



is 



-4827 

-S043 

-4212 

-3123 

-2318 

-2657. 

'-3542 



-5.4 
-6.0 
-5.3 




Source: S,eattle-,Pub3.ic .Schopls, October Stxident Eix'tea.ll'nePt 

' 1954-55 -a976-77 (Based on Classification Reports) , " 



revised by Research -Of f ice, April 25, 1977. 



Note :* Totals giv6n in Tatile 2 differ from the. above October 1 ^ 
official enrollment* counts of aji^ students . Data on ethnic 
background of students was not .consistently -available for 
kpeci^ students, Gdr for the October 1 date, so oniy regular 

7 dents are included in*^able'2. , 
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TAB^ 2 

CHANGES IN BEGUUR STUDENT ETHNIC DISTBIBimON^ 
FROM OCTOBER '1970 TO JANUARY 1977, 
.^SEATTLE P.UBLIQ SCHOOLS » ^otai District 



Aoerlcan 
Indian Asian 



Black ' Hispanic White . ' Other BE 



TOTAL 



1970 



794 4,532 



1.0 



.5.5 



10 J84 
12.4 



976 
1.2 



64,994 
79:2^ 



612 
0.7 



82,092 
100.0 



1971 
N 

it 



832 4,505 



5.9 



10,421 
13.6 



890 
1.2 



59,318 
77.4 



632 
0.8 



76,598 
100.0 



1972 
N 

• IE 



1973 
.N 



889 
1.2 



4,463 
6.2 



1,049 4,509 
t.5 6*5 




54,9516 
, 76.2 



51,322 
»74.4 



707 
1.0 



79 f 
1.2 



72,079* 
100. p 



68,93T 
100.0 



1974 
N 



1,005 4,H57 
1.6 6.9 



10,124 
15^7 



870 
.1.4 



47,254 
73. t. 



855 
1.3 



23 
0.0 



64,588 
100.0 



1975^ 
N 



986 
1^6 



4,404 
7.0 



.1976-773 

M • 1,440 • .6»529 

Z.k 10.8 

SC. ' -81.4 ' ♦Ijif.l 



10,568 
16.8 



901 
1.4 



9,815 U879 



-3.6 i4^2.5 



4ft, 773 • 1,245 
71.2 -2.0 



3.1 • 



39,180, 

65.3 
-39.7 



7 
0.0 



62,884 
100.0 



59,973 
100.0 

-26*9 



K«t: it s Pero^ of Tbtal ^Eorollsent 

tC r Percent Change Since 1970 
B&.ac Blaak. J^hm4.CQ4».'. 



^Wlth thm exception noted belov, theie nunbera do not- Include Special Education studenttf'. 
The reader should note that chancM i& ethnic codes vere made In 197^77. ^^-^ ^ 

^Thl'a .total Includes 575 studsnts that sliould be Intrluded jUi the Special Education count. 
Hovever^ since there Is no Infoxsatloa available as to bov they are distributed over - 
ethnic c«tesoTle8» th^ previous year's figures are reportttd. 

^Data for 1976-77'* were taken from the file on January 15, 1977. 



'Source: Seattlh Pilb'Uc Schools, 1^76«77 Racial Distribution of Students and Staff s 
%>!. ll^8. (Revised) 



Enroilment trends In Seattle non-public schools . Non-publit: schools cannot be v 
spoken of as a system. For the purposes of this study, however, the term "Seat-fle 
Non-Public Schools" denotes those non-public schools wifhin Seattle, which are 
listed by the Of f ice .of the State" Superintendent of Public Instruction (SPI) as 
•approved or provisionally approved by the State Board of Education. 

; * • 

Table 3 presents enrollment of kindergarten through twelfth grade students in 
non-rpublic schools located withii^ the city of Seattle. During the 1970-1976 
per%d, non-public school enrollment dropped by 1,5QA students or 12.0%. Bety&dp. 
1970 and 1974, the decline was 18-»9% (2,366 student^s).* Following 1974, non- 
public school enrollment began increasing^; between*1974 and 1976 it^ rose by 8.5% 
or 862*students. .Total Seattle nons-pub lie* school enrollment was 11,037 students 
in October 1976. ; 7 

Non-public school enrollment trends by grade level . Analysis of non-public 
school (K-12) enrollments by grade, displayed in Table 3a, shows, that the increase 
in population is most significant at the kindergarten' level. At every other^rad^ 
^ there was an overall decrease between 1970 and 1976. The greatest loss was the. ^ 
eleventh and twelfth grades. 1 

The declining trehd appears €o have ceased for grades one through three. 

Grades nine and ten experienced Increases for the first time ^in 1974 ^and enwll- 
,i^nts rose fof every grade level except four,, five and seven in 1^75. All grade 
enrollljgnts except one through four fell in 1976. 

ft " ♦ . ' . 

Non-public scHool enrollment i>y types of schools . Non-public schools are arriiged 

according to type in Table 4. Using the SPI's system of classification, Seattle 
\i6n-public schools are grouped in£o nin^ types: Baptist,, Christian, Traditional, 

Pacific Northwest Association of Independent Schools, Jewish, Luthe;-an, Montesspri, 
. Roman Catholic-< and Unaf filiat^ed. The number of schools in each classif icai:lon 

located in Seattle is indicated, followed by the total Seattle enrollment fox the 

Classification. "* , 

• • ,, e ^ ' : ■ - \ 

The table shows that, the enrollment decline £n non-public schools noted* above is 
largely accounted for by the^ enrollment losses^of Catholic scht)ols.. Over the 
1970-1976' period, the number* of Catholic schools in Sdattie decreased by 7 aild 
enrollment, which was, 85% of .the non-public scKool total in 1970, fell by 2L.4% 
(2,269 students)- In 19^^ the decline leveled off at 8,120^Qtudents. - Then, 
between 1974 and 1976, Catholic school enrollment increased^by 2.7%. (However, 
over forty percent of this growth was due to the addition of two kindergarten 
classes f'ln twx) schools.) » ' . 

By 1976 the portion of noii-public school enrollment accounted for by Catholic 
schools haf declined to 75.6%. Lutheran schools followed a similar * trend in 
enrollment. They represented 4% of non-public school enrollment in 1976. 

1970-1976 was a period of growth Christian schools.^ One Christian school of 
66 students wa3 operating in 1970;* there were three Christian schools with a com- 
bine4 total of 369 students in 1976. 



Rir 



The number o% schools belonging to the Pacific Northwest Association of Indepen-"^ 
dent Schools has changed during this' period. Over the last several years (since 
1972), enrollment of Independent, schools has been increasing. By 1976 it reached 
1,282 students - 241 mor^ is^tudents than in 1970. , \. 

The number of unaffiliated sch^Dols and their enrollments have fluctuated consider 
ably. Between 1975 and 1976,. -scJjools in this classification doubled in number 
from-'four to' eight. ^ , - 

Raciaf^is trlbution trends in Seattle non-public schools . Table 5, SEATTLE^ NON- 
PUBLIC^ SCHOOL MIJJORITY ENROLLMENT FOR OCTOBER .1972-1976, indicates that minority 
participation in non-public schools has b^en' increasing. In 197i there were 
1,34<( minority students; four years later minority enrollment had increased from 
12.4% to 16.9% or 1,791 students. Appendix B contains a 1976 listing oi indivi- 
dual Seattle non-public schools with minority enrollments. 
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SEATTLE NON^PUBLIC SCHOOI^ OCTOBER ENROLLMENT (K-12) 

1970-197^ ^ . 



Year 



Enrollment 



Number 



Percent 



Total.^o, 
Schools. 



1970-71 


12 ^5U1 


-1443 


-10.3 


48 


1971-72 


11,366 


-1175 


- 9.4 


41 ' 


1972-73' 


10,829 ^ 


' -53f 


- 4.7 • 


'40 


1973-74 


10,531 


-298 


' - 2.8 


40 „ 


1974-."75 


10,175 • 


-356^' 


- 3.4 


42 


197>76 


10,692 


+517 


+ 5.1 


43 \ 


.1976-77 

« 


11,037 


+345 


'V+'3.2 . 


4^ - 



(Source:' Superintendait of Public Instruction, Report 1636B ; 

Individual, School Reports of October Enrollments , 
*r. Qlym^iSi, -Wai^ington, 1970-1976. 
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TABLE 3a 


* 


1 * 




• 


f 


\ 

SEATTLE* 


NON-PUBLIC SCHOOL ENROLLMENT/BY GRADES' (P-12)- * ' 








• 


1970- 


•1976 












"' ■ • ^ 


* 
















y 


' 4 


1970 


• 

1971 


1972 


1973 


/ 197V 


• 

1975 


'1976 


% 

Change 
1970-1976 


^^^^^ Om A C^aV%^^^^ 

^*N,^Kr e — oc noox 


0 


■ 0 


0. 


■ ° / 




266 


2914 


. 2Q14 


— t 


223 


192 " 


172 


* 1 

*28il / 




255 


'ilS ' 


1402 


80.3 


lot 


918 


79^. 


656 


6I9/. 




657 


731 


■792 


(V3.7) ^ 




95^4 


810 


749 


65c/ 


« 


680 


7014 


. 7^5 


(21.9) 




975 


915 ■ 


822 


73j/ ■ 




682 


7,141 


750 


(23.1) 




1 ,066 


973 


897 .. 


8yo 




786. 


76J 


■ ' 872 


(18.2) 


5th 


1 ,068 


1 ,6^7 


1,016 


9^5 




856" 


. 836 


- ;'.809-,:i2lt.2) 


^th 


1,186' 


1,112 


i,oTt2 


1,052 




985 


996 


873 


(26-^) / ^ 


♦7th 


1,13^ 


■1 ,1146 


1,135 


'1,0147 • 


1,074 


• 1,015 


962 


.(15.5) 


8th 


1,115 


1,139 


1,067 


1,062 


1, 


015 


1,045 


929 


(I6.'f) . 


9th 


1 ,0814 


'893 " ' 


.953*» 


951 


936 


.1,033 


968 


(10.7) 


10th 


98r 


827 


822 


780 




798 ' 


. 912 


8ti4 


(10.9) 


r 11th 




• 771 . 


■ ?65 


715 




757 


791' 


720 


(23.7). 


12th" 


923 


'* 795 

♦ ' 


731 


. 69it 




568 

\ - 


722 


6146 


(30.6) 


^Includes Biirien Seventh Day AdvehtisV enrollment 








> 




Source: Superintendent of Public Instruction* Report 1636B: 
. Individual School Reports of October Enrollments. 
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TABLE 4 

SEATTLE NON-PUBUC SCHOOLS CLASSI 
NUMBERS OF SCHOOLS/ 

1970-1976 




ACCORDING TO TYPE 
(K-12) ' > 





Year 


Total 
S E 


Catholic 
S E 


Lutheran 
S E 


Christian 
S E 


Independent 


Unaffil. 
S . E 


Jewish 
S' E 


Hontessori** 

S- ' E 


Baptist ^ 

S E 




1970 




48 


1Z,541 


34 ' 


10,610 


4 ' 


462 


1 


66 


5 


1,041 




222 


1 


140 










- 1971 




41 


11,366 


30 


9,479 


3 


384 


1 


64 


3 


1,200 


2 ' 


101 


1 


138 










1972 




40 


10,829 


28 


8,970 


3 


347 


2 


192 


3 


r,054 


2 


89 


1 


177 










173 




39 


10,531 


28 


8,570 


3 


342 


2 


261 


3 


1,079 


2 


99 


• 1 


(180)* 










1974 




42 


10,175 


28 


8,12a 


3 


330 


2 


227 


3 


1,09^ 


3 


122 




184 


1 


25 


r 68 




1975 




43 


10,692 


17 


8»298 


3 


402 


'Z 


296 


3 


1,186 


4 


139 


. 1 


189 


1 


' "93 


1 89 




1976 




49 


11,037 


27" 


8,341 


3 


■ 445 


3 


369 


4 


1,282 


8 


228 




187 


1 


90 


1 ; 95 




Enrollment Change 
1970-1976 






































K 


Z 


N 


. Z 


H 


Z 


N 


Z ' 


N 


Z 


K 


Z 


H 


i 


N ' 


X 


H Z 








1504 


-12.0 


-2269 yll.4 


-17 


-3.7 


+303 +45^.1 


+241 


+23.2 


+6 


+2.7 


+47 


•+33.6 

* 








Z Non-PubUc 
EoroUiBAnt - 


School 
1970 




















> * 




















100.0 




84.6 




3.7 




.5. 




1 

8.3 




1.8 




X.l 










Z Non-PnbUc 
Enrol Imant 


School 
1976 


































100.0 




75.6 




. 4.0 




* 3.3 




U.6 




2.1 








.8 


.9 



S > Nuiiber of schools 
E » Enroll am t 

*E8tiaata 

**Pre-achool not included 

Sourca: Suparlntendaat of Public Instruction, Report' 1636B> 
^ Slndlvidual School R*Port of October Enrollnants, 
Olyapia, tfaahinston, 1970 - 1976. 
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.TABLE 5 • 

^ ^ • ■ SEATTLE NON-PUBLIC SCHOOL MINORITY ENROLLMENT - 






OCTOBER 19T2 - OCT9BER 1976 








Year 


Black' * Asian . — ' .Hispanic 


^American 
^ Indian 


e 


Numb er • % Hurab e r % . N amb e r % 


Number ' '^"^ < 








1972 


681 6.3^ 387 3-6 ' 183 1-7 


^ 93 .9 Y 


1973 


75& 8i4' 420 n.6 158 1,7 ' 


88 M.O ; 


197'* 


714 . 6.9 . 453 -^.^ 1^9 V 1.8 


126 1.2 


1975 ' 


820 . 7,5 1^51 ■ 4.1 ^ 192 , 1,7 


12^ 1.1 


1976 


932 8,8 ^ 565^ 5.3 193 ' 1-8 


101 1.0 

✓\ 








Source : 

- > 


J ' ^ ■ ^ 
Superintendent _ci£ Public Instruction, Report 1345B: 

Minority Enrollment Summary ,/Olympia, Wa^hin^on, 

1972 - 1976. // . * 

■ • . ' 

^/ 
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Comparison of enrollifllnt trends in Seattle Public and non-public schools : Grapfii 
1 and 2 summarize enrollment trends in SeattJ.e Public and non-public schools for 
the 1970-1976 period. In 1970 students attending Seattle non-public schools 
were equivalent to 14.8% of Seattle Public School enrollment • In 1976 their 
numfeer was comparable to 17.6% of the public school students. While Seat'tle 
Public Schools have been experiencing a continuous ^decline, the downward trend 
in non-public sphool enrollment halted after 197^ with„t;he npmbers of students 
increaising the last two years. " * ' . , . • 
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Analysis of i^ta W T^-^-^^f^^ from Seattle Public iSchools to Non-Public Schools. - 

Transfer F'lequency ^ports . A so^irce of Information about moveiQent from Seattle 
Public Schools to* non-public schools is Transfer Frequency Reports. Drawn from 
Seattle. Public School fll^s, these reports provide data on transfers and termi- 
nations pf attendance for varlotls reasons* When a student wlthdr^s from the 
Seattle Publlrf* Schools, his/her reason for leaving, or "Release Reason," is re- 
corded by a code number, tlelease Reason 305, for instance, represents termina- 
tion of ^ attendance for "enrollment in a private oir parochial school." Numbers 
of students reported terminating Seattle Public Schools for Release R^son 305 
will "hereafter be' referred to as numbers of ""repotted transfers." 

Information contained in the Transfer Frequency Reports gives some* indication of 
the.pattetn* of out-migration trom Seattle Public Schopls to non-public schools. 
.However, the figure's" from these reports ahoulB be used vlth caution, because . 
data from earlier years are less reliable - than recent data. , Moreover, some of^' 
the terminations for eArollment in non-public schools' are probably never re- 
ported as such, ^ile some of these reported may never take plaqg. (Note Table 17 
^ for response to survey question pn whether students actually transferred.) 

There are two other considerations to.be ke^t in mind about these data. Ihev do 
not revea^ whether or At studeirts are transferring to nop-pubTlc schools *inside 
Settle, nor is there /any comparable ^data on in-*migration to Seattle Public 
Schools from non-pobllc^chools. So, no direct comparison of transfer Frequency 
data with Sea^CCSinon-TOublic school enrollment can be made.^ . , . ♦ 

Trends ^hown by Trarfe^Ar Frequency^Reports . T^les 6, 7 and 8 display data qn 
reported transfers of ^dktudenjts from Seattle Public Schools to non-p^olic schools. 
Tabid 6 shows that tlfe-4«aEfiers reported for these terminations ha*^ fluctuated 
considerably from ye^r lo year. The loweat figure was reported for the 1971-72 

school year (1,390) mi' the highest figure is reported fop the 1974-75 "schiDOl 

year (2-,259). Theaem^ bers have ranged.from 1.7Z to 3.3% of Seattle Public 
.School enrollment^. Terminations of studehts exclusive kindergarteners are 
shown in the last columf . These are displayed siace many famll:^s^ intend their 
children to attend paroyhial or private schools which do not have a kindergarten * 
and routinely enroll them in public school for 6ne year. However, kindergarten 
transfers fluctuate in a pattern similar, to' that of the totjid reported transfers. 

When tbe ntimbers of reported kindergarten transfers are excluded, thelre is less 
£luctuation in the yearly totals, the 197<fr-75 school year stands out with 2,040 
reported transfers, followed by the 1972-73 school year (1,683 reported tr^a^ers.) 

Reported transfers by- consortia^ Table 7 presents the reported transfers by 
consortia; I.e., typically a hi^ school and its^"fee<ler" schools.* The.first- 
two columns give the numbers and ttfe percentage of ^tal reported transfers 
occurring in each consortia betjween 1970 and 1976. The second two columns show 
the transfers by consortia occurring from July 1, 1975 to FebruaiT 25, 1977. 



*Haps showing the attendance boundaries of Seattle Public Schools are contained 

jsi Appendix D. ^ * ^ ^ . 
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The reported transfers are spread fairly evenly among the Consortia, except for 
Garfield and Rooseve^. Recently* the rate of reported transfers from tire Gar- 
field area schools \s approaching 20% of all transfers from Seattle Public 
Schools. The data suggest^ that 'Garfield's rate is increasing. The Roosevelt area 
reported transfers, declining" somewhat since 1970, .account for about 12% of the 
total. The* Cleveland consortium has had^the lowest rate of reported transfers. 



Transfers by schools vithin consortia ♦ Table 7a shows transfers by schools 
within consortia. The greatest number gf transfers occurred in. the 1974^75 
period for all the consortia' except ^three. For Roosevelt area schoolp, 1970-71 
was the year of i^ost transfers; for Franklin and Ballard schools' It was the 
1972-73 school* year. Th^ greatest number o§ transfers are reported for Eckstein, 
Keaay-r^drbn^ Laurelhurst, Stevens, >and Bryant Schools** 

Schop]^ \>ith the highest rates of transfer . The numbers of transfers. for 1970-- 
1*976 were compared tg) 19/6^ enrollments . Table 7b lists those schools with the 
hgihest rate of transfer per 1976-77 school year enccQ.lment. Also shown are 
» the grades at which the greatest numbers of transfers took place. Of. the top 
twelve schools on this list, nine are elementary schools, two are middle 
schools and one- is a junior high school.' 

Trends in racial distribution of reported transfers . Table 8 displays the racial 
distribution ^f the t,eported transfers to a non-public school. Notg/orthy here 
. is the traid toward an iAcreasijig percentage of report^., transfers by minorities 
groups Tlie percentage of Black reported transfers jumpe^Jfrom 6.-3% .to 11.8% 
between &e 1971 and 1972 school years. In 1974-75 . the percentage , of transfers 
by each of Jthe minority groups except A^gericanAlhdians increased^ over* previous 
years • --Iv- ^ ^ , . < 

Comparison of trends in racial distribution of Repog.ted ^l^ransfers and Seattle ^r*" 
Public School Enrollment . Graph 3 illustrates the relationship between trends 
in the racial composition of Seattle Public Schools and the racial distribution 
of thas^ reportiag transfers for attendance, at a non-publlTc school. Despite 
ti3^^ear-to-year fluctuation, the overall trend in.xeporfc|?d transfers appears to 
be^following a trend similar to the racial make-up of the Seattle Public Schools, 
la 1975-76, the percentage of reported ,transf ers by Blacks was approaching the 
percentage of Blacks in the public schools. In 1974-75, th^^^ercenfeage of re- 
ported White transfers was less than four percentage ^ointj above White enroll me nt 
in. the public schools; in 1975-76 this difference^ncreased slightly^ ^ 
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TABLE 6 



TRANSFERS ?Km SEATTLE PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
TO NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
■'^ ' 1970-1976* 



Sclfcol Year 


Reported 
' Transfers 
(including i„ , 
•Kindergarteh% 


Reported 
Transfers as 

Percent 6f 
Public Schox)l 

Enrollment ^ 


Reported 
Transfers 
j exclusive or 
Kindergarten 
. Students 


1970-71 > 


1,668 


,. ' ^ 2.0 


• . - • 1,280 .. 


. 1971-72 ■ 


1,390 


' . - 1".7 


1,263 


1972-73 


« 1,904 ' , 


2.5 
2.0 


1,683 , ' 


1973-74 


1,459, 


1,23^ 


1974-75 


2,259 


3.3 . 


2,040 


; * •- 1975-76 ' 


1,581 


' 2.4 


1,387 



Source: Seattle Public Schools, Release Summary . 1970-71.- 1975-76^ Data 
^ ^trac.ted on March 14, 1977. ^ r * 
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TABLE, 7 



REPORTED 

" - TO 



TRANSFERS FROM SEATTLE PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS BY CONSORTIA 



Ballard V ^ 

Cleveland 

Fraiiklin 

Garfielti* 

Hale 

Ingraham' 
Lincoln 
Queen Anne 
Rainier Beach 
Roosevelt 
Sealth 
West Seattle 
Other 



July 1, 1970 - 
June 30, 1976 



N 



721 
437 
- 793 
^1,592 
. 772 
681 
'712 
903 
527 
1,472 
586 
609 
. 456 



7.0 
4.3 
7.7 
15.5 
. 7.5 
^.6 
6.9 
8,8 
'5..1 
14.4 
5.7 
5.9 

i 

4.4 



Jui^l^-^-1.975 - 
1977 



148 
' 89 
131 
' 384 
125 
134 

141 
• 122 
244 
112 
114° 
95 



7.5 
.4.5" 
6.6 
19.4 
6.3 
6.8 
6.9 
7.1 
6.2 
12.3 
5.7 
5.8 
4.8 



TOTAL 



10.261. 



99.8 



1,975 



Source: ' Seattle Public Schq^5!s> sTrapsf er Ftequency Reports 

V 1970-X976 . ^ Data, extracted on March 3, 4, 7, 9,, 12% IV^^^^ 
and April 1, 1977. . • • ^ 




TABLE 7a . 

REPORTED TRANSFERS OF STUDENTS FROM SEATTLE PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
TO NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
» ^ (July 1, 1970 - Jane 30, 1976) - 



Ballard Consortium 


70 


71 


72 


73 


7'* 


75 


Ballard 


■ 20 


33 


•V 12 


5 


9 


13 


Monroe ' ^ ! 


20 


10 


16" 


It 


10 


3 


Whitman 


10 


10 


22 


- 19, 


18 


. 15 


Adams ' 


13 


. i\ 


10 


6 


15- ' 


10 


Crown HiXi 


■ 5 


3 


7 


> 5 


. n 


. 5 


Greenwood 


22 


3 


31 


15 


16' 


10 


. Loyal Heights , ' 


i* 


5- 


8 


6 


^ 9 


8 


' North Beach' 


3 




12 


5 


13 ( 




Webster ^ 


10 


5 


10 


. 4 


♦ 26 


16 


West Woodland ^ 


'12 




11 




10 


13 


Whittier 


6 


3 


20 


9 


15 


9 


Totals 


125 




159 


92 


1^5 


116 


Cleveland Consortium 


70 


71 


72 


73! 




75 


Cleveland 


t 


2 


10. 


3 


4 




Mercer 


23 


?Q - 


27 


27 


2H . 


17 


Beacon Hill 


. 3 


3 


" 2 




8 


7 


Concord 


3' 


4 


» 6 


6 


i\ 


8 


Deanborn Park 


— 


■# 


6 


, "5 ' 


7 


m 


Kiinbaia 




5 


11 


. 5 


10 


5 


Maple 


25 


10 


13 




5 • 


5. 


Van Asselt 


8 


7 • 


14 


2 


39 


6 


Totals 


67 " 


51 , 


89 

*> 


,63 ■ 


101 


66 


i Franklin Consortium 


70 


.71 


. 72 


, 73 


7'* 


75 


Franklin , 


7 


10 


23 


23 


3'» " 


11 




.2U 


22 


37 


27 


23 


■'17 


Brigkton ^\ 


i* 


7 


^t^ 


6 


^ 2 


7 


Colvlnbia * \..^-__ 


17 


2 


^i\ 


6 




6 


GraJT^W'Hill 


■ 17 


8 


15 


5 


• 2t 


18 


Hawt^hqrne 


12 


4 


21 


2 


9 


11 


Muir >; , * " 


'29 


A2 


25 


16 • 


29 


17 


•WhitwortK ' • 


20 


32 - 


no 


10 


■ 39 . 


24 



rtals 



130 



97 



189 



95 



171 



111 



22 



r 



REP6RTJJP TRANSFERS OF S-fUDENTS FROM SEATTLE PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
TO NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS-^^Continued 



Garfield Consortium 


70 1 


^ 7ir 


72 


73 


'7H j^"' 


75 


Total 


6arfdeld 


23 




28 


23 


26 






Meany-Madrona 


32 


29 


75 




59 


51 


286 


.Madrona-Meany 


38 


9 


51 


52 


67,, 


26, 


V , 2^1 3 


Colraan 


i< 


i< 


7 


2 




•r 


- • 26 


Gatzert 


10 


19 


16 


3 


t7 




• 79 


King ^ ' \ ' 


3 


2 


29 


20 


2H 


19 


97 


JLeschi 


5 


8 


■ 17 


10 


9 


12 


61 


Lowell 




3 


12 


9 


13 


•20 


• 81 


McGilvra 


7' 


2 


13 


1^ 


38 


.'<7 


- ■ 121 


Minor 


5 - 


10 


6 


15 


8 


'29 


73 


Montlake 


9 


5 


8 


1 1 


1 1 


10 


54 


Seward • 


3 


13 


12 


5 


18 


15 


66 


Stevens - ' 

V 


55 


35 


3^* 


31 


i\6 


36 


'237 


Totals 


218 


153. 


308 


235 


'■ 


338 


1 ,592 


Hale Consortium 


- 

70^ 


71 - 


72 

r 


73' 




75' 


Total- 


Hale 


■"3 


> 

7 


^^ 


' 5 


13 


• 6 


58 


Addams 


23 


6 


37 


5 


32 . 


25 


128 


Cedar Park 


i< 


7 


7 


6 


8 


. 7 


39 


Decatur , 


1Q 




• ^^ 


1R 


22 






Lake City 


13 


' 7 


12 


8 


* 8 


9 


57 


Maple Leaf 


t 15 


' 2 


' 15 


1-2 


' 21 


1 1 


76 


Oiympic Hills - 


. 20 


2^ 


12 


12 


2^ 


12 




•Pinehurst 


^ ^1 




5 


5' 


8 


7 




Roficers 


) I 


2 




1 1 








Saca lavea 


n 


15 


l'l v 


J 




0 


117 


Wedge wdod 


25 


21 


16 


15 ^ 




7 


Q8 


Totals 

\ 


151 


9^ 




97 


179 


lO'i 


772 
















lYipjraham Cbnsortium 


70 


71 


72 . 


73 , 


7^* ■ 


75 


r Total 


















Ingraham 




5 


20 


"8 


9 


3 


.■ ^^9 


» inompson 




1 U 


1 0 


Q 
0 


7 


1 1 


00 


Wilson 


26 , 


20 


38 


"^1 




' 9 


157 


'Broadview 


19 


- 30 


9 


• 31 


■2'< 


16 




Haller Lajce ' 


5 


10 


"5 


6 


6 


2'1 


' --^ • 53 


' Northgate 


12 


. . 3 




1 . 


.• 9 


12 


'ii 


.Oak Lake 


'■ 10 


6 


11 - 




20 


7, 


63 


Olympic View ^ 


2 


17 


10' 


8 


22 


10 • 


.. 69 


Viewland^s 


e 


6 


6 


13 


12 


1 


^^ 


* 

Totals f 


T08 


107 


•119 


115 


1H2 * 


90'' 


681 


ERIC • ' 






29 
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REPORTED TEMSEERS OF STUBMPS FROM SEATTLE PUBLIC; SCHOOLS 
TO NON-PUBLIC SCHOGLS—ContiUued ^■ 



Lincoln Consortlul- " 70 71 72 73 74 

Lincoln 
Hamilton 
Allen 
Bagley 
•Day 

, Green Lake 
Latqna 
McDonald ' - 

Tdtal 



15 


13 


34 


40 


. 56 


13 


7 


■ 21 


18 


17' 


11 


, 6 


21 


9 


20 


4 


16 


13 


16 


16 


14 


11 


20 


6 


21 


3 


10 


' 10 


11 


16 


1 


1 


14 


V 




17 


15 


18 


20/ 


12 


78 


79 


151 


12a 


162 



Queen .Anne Consortium 


ID 


71 


72 


73 ^ 


74' 


Queen Anne 


18 


33 


16 • 


23 


30 


Blaine 


. 14- 


- 5 . 


23, 


20 


- 16 


McClure 


7 


56 


' 28 


53 


48 


Briarcliff 


22 


12 


11 


5 


.15 


Co« 


4 


16 , 


2J 


19 


18 


Hay ' ' 


3 


. 8 


15 


12 


13 


Lawton 


4 


4 


4* 


5 


6 


Magnolia Z 


22 


23 


16 


17 


19 


N. Queen Anne ^ 


6 


4 


11 


3 


5 


W. Queen Anne 


16 


12 


9 


' , 6 


11 


Totals 


116 


173 * 


' ^54^ 


163 


181 



Rainier / Beach Consortium 70 71 72 73 74 

r / 

Rainier Beach 
South shore »^ 
Dun lac 
Erner^aon 
!(ainier Viiew^ 
Wing Luke 

Totals 




14 


16 


• 






• 22 


12 


12 


4 


15 


14 


8 




12 


13' 


10 


4 


% 


17 


16 


•24 


22 


. 41 


1 


6 


12 . 


9 


. 9 


7 


7 


' 8 


5 


1^ 


55:;. 




90 


. ;6o , 


162 



24 



REPORf^b TRANSFERS OF STUDEHa5S FROM SEATTLE PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
TO- NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS--Coi>tinued 
■ < ■ ■ 



1 


9 






• 








Roosevelt Consortium 


• JO 


71 ' 


72 


73 • 


7l» 


75 


Total 


Roosevelt 


. 23 


•-■ 2.1 


• .24...' 


. 23. 


20,. 


14 


125 


Ko V C X n 


\^ ( *♦ 




oy 


Ill 






ooo 


Bryant 


: 41 


58 


22 


30 


31 


20 


202 


Fairview 


:l 22 

27 


23 


14 


' 35 


28 


5 


J 27 


Laurelhurst ^ 


27 


26 


45 


67 


50 


242 


ndvcnnct ^. ^, 


1 "7 


1 Q 


1 Q 


U 


1 "3 

1 J 


1 u 


7U 




J J 




1 KJ 


ll 




1 Q 


- y 1 




1 

1 D 


1 0 




c 


ly 


D 


70 

* » y 


V ic;w nxugc 


^ lin 

' St 






0 1 




on 


1 RQ 

iDy*. 


nuuojcvcXvr nxQQXc 






1 0 


D 






Ill 






577 


Ot^ 1 
1 


d\J ( 




1 OjO 


1 ll*70 


*>j^cix wii \^>j{io\/i wxuui < ' 




« 

71 


7? 


7*5 


7U 


7R 


lU UctX ' 


Sealth "^r 


■ 17 


4 ^ 


7 ' 


3 


7 


11 ) 




^ Denny ' * 


13 


4 


14 


7 


21 


12 - 


71 


Boren ^ . 


12 


5 


10 




11 


•5 


45 


Arbor Hplchh^ 


IP 


7 ^ 


n 

o 






a 

t 


jy 


Cooper 


. - 6 


2 


7 




1 


6 


27 


Falnnount Park 


• -8 




7 , 


Q 


17 


-/ 




Fauntieroy 


10 


8 


. 18 


■ 4 


12,- 


7 


59 


- . Highland Park 


11 


2 


6 


5 


14. 


10 


48 


^High Pointy • 


/ 22 


3 , 


- 3 


5 


11 


5 


»»9 


^ Hughes 


15 . 


15 


4 


' 5 . 


19 


13 


71 


Roxhill 


4 


2 


12 


0 


12 


8 


38 


J Sanislo 


4 


1 . 


7 


2 . 


12 


13 


39 


\[ Totals * , ; 


134, 

t 


58 


103 


52 ,. 


' 140 


99 


586. 


West Seattle Consortium. 


70 


71 


72 




74' 


75 


Total . 



West Seattle 
Madison 
Alki ■ - 
Gatewood • 
Genesee" Hill 
Jefferson ■ 
Lafayette 
Schmitz Park 



9 
4 
5 
4 
12 
19 
42 
10 



3 
6 
7 

13 
8 

14 

23' 
6 



s 



13 
15 

3' 
13 

9. 
15 
24 

1- 



14 
13 
5 
8 
9 
' 2 
21 
2 



9 
23 

2- 
10 
11 
86 
2A 

0 



• 7 
23 
5 
4 
7 
30 
17 
2 



55 
84 
27 
•52 

56 
166 
148 
=■ 21 



Totals 



4S 



105 



80 



93. 



74 



162 



95 



609- 



Q Source; Seattle Publia Schools, Transfer Frequency Reports 30A-3OO2 
ERIC • •!-^'^°:^?'''^:._?**^ extracted March 7, 9, 12,.lli and 



April 1, 1977. 



TABLE 7b 



SCHOOLS WITH HIGHEST RATES OF REPORTED TRANSFERS' 
TO NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
' 1970-1976 



School 

ELMENTARY 
Laurelhurst 
McGilvra 
Fairview 
. Bryant 
Stevens 
Jefferson " 
View, Ridge . 
Emerson 
Whitworth 
Olympic Hills 
Magnolia 
Lafayette 
Broadview 
Muir 



- MIDDLE 
Meany 
Eckstein 
Madrona 
Wilson 
South Shore 



Average Annual * 
Transfer Rate* 
1970-1976 



li.O 
-10.9 
9.9 
9.3 
9.3 
^.5 
6.8 
6 
5 
4 
4 



Grades at Which- 
Largefst Numbers 
of Transfers 
Occurred 



7 
0 
8 
5 
4.2 
3.9 
3.8 



5.9 
5.5 
4.7 
4.4 
2.5 




JUNIOR HIGH 
McClure 

^B-pifie=^—" 




Garfield 
Lincoln 
Queen Anne 



5.5 
3.6 
.3.0 
1.8 

,2.1 
2.1 
1.8 



9 
9 

■ 9 
9 



9 
12 
12 



The .average annual transfer rate was calculated a^v follows. The average 
annual number of transfers was found by dividing the total number of'^ 
transfers (1970-1976) by six. The average annual number of transfers was 
divided by the 1976' school enrollment, to produce the average annual transfer 
rate listed, in the table. 
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TABLE 8 



REPORTED TRANSFERS OF STUDENTS FROM SEATTLE PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
TO NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS BY ETHNIC GROtJP . 

197.0rl976 . 



School 


American ' 














/ 




L 


Year 


Indian 


Asian 


Black 


Hispanic 


White 


Other 




N 


% 


N . 


% 


N 


% 


N 


% 


N % 


N 


■ % 


1970-71 


20 


1.2 


48 


2.9 


124 


7'.4 


21 


1.3 


,1,446 86.7 


9 


• 0.5 


o 1971-72 


^6 


1.9 


35 


2.5 


88 




25- 


1.8 


1,206 86.8 


10 


0.7 


1972-73 


26 


1.4 


63 


3.3 


225 


11.8 


.34 


1.8 


1,549 81.4 


7 


0,.4 


1973-74 


14 


1.0 


43 


2.9 


182 


12.5 


25 


1.7 


1,180 80.9 


15 


1.0 


1974-75 


41 


1.8 


98 


4.3 


1^91 


12.9 


58 


2.6 


1,736 76.9 • 


= 34 


1.5 


1975-76 


18 


1.2 


63 


4.0 


247 


15 .,6 


21 


1.3 


1,207 76.3- 


26 


1.6 



Source; 



Seattle Public - Schools-, Report 30A"3002 ^ 
Student Transfer Frequency Report ^ 
April 5, 1977. 



' Note : The percentages of Seattle Public "^chooi rpgula* enrollment accounted 
for by each .of the above groups in 1976-77 were as follows': Aaprican 
Indian 2.4% Asian 10.8%, Black 16A1L^ Hispanic 3.X}s7white 65.3%. 
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GRAPH 3 

COMPARISON OF THE RACIAL DISTRIBUTION OF REPORTED 
TRANSFERS* AND SEATTLE PUBLIC SCHOOL ENROLLMENT 

1970 - 1976 ' \ 



100 




Whites 



All Minoritiea 



Blacks 



Z Reported Transfers 



Z of Seattle Public 
' School Enrollment 



**'Reporled Transfers" — the ntnaber of students 
leaving the Seattle Public Schools to exflroll in 
non-pxiblic schools. 
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Questionnaire Surveying Parents of Students Reported toTTaVe Transferred to 
Noh-Public Schools 

/ 

The Questionnaire , The second question addressed by^ this study was:^ "What 
'reasons do parents give for their decision to withdraw their children from 
Seattle Public Schools and enroll them in non-pub J^ic schools?" A questioit^ * 
naite was designed asking parents to respond to nineteen suggested reasons 
^for transferring ^students and inviting them to add their own comments. It 
also requested information on the age -and ethnic background of the student, 
the year of the transfer ,^^e last public school attended, the ndn-public 
school transferred to,*the school currently attended by the student, and . 
family income. * ' • " * ' 



The Sainple . The questionnaires were intended for the ^^rents of students 
whose Seattle Puhlic^ School records indicated a termination of attendance 
to enroll in a private or parochial school between July 1, 1975 and April 15, 
1977. Close to two thousand students were reported to have transferred by 
February 25,^,^977 of this period. • ^ 

One thousand forty-five questionnaires were mailed. P^rrents of dll students 
listed as transferring to a non-public scljool between July 1975 and April 15, 
1977 weire included except those wijh a child who transferred frcmrlctndergarten. 
Only pne questionnaire;>*was sent to families with mbre than one child .who' trans- 
ferred; • parents o£ these families were asked to respond^ to .the questions in 
terms of the child whose name appeared on the envelope bearing the question- 
naire. (Selection of l;he children in these families was made -on an alpha- 
J betical basis.) ^ - 



The Time of the Survey . The questionnaires were mailed on- April 28, 1977-. 
Respondents were asked to mail completed questionnaires to Seattle Public 
Schools by May 14. A week after the original mailing-, a reminder~was sent to 
all who were mailed questionnaires. Returned questionnaires were accepted 
until May 25, 1977. . , ' ' '\ 

The Returns . Four hundred seventy-six questionnaires were returned by^ May 25, 
1977, about a 46% return. Forty-^ine undelivered questionnaires were retixmed 
by the Post Office.* ' , t i 

Of the 476 ques£ionna;Lres returned, 23 represented students who did not actu- • 
ally ti^ansfer and^thtee were not included in the data ^unts due to .improper 
coding. The remaining .450 respondents indicated that a transfer t;o a^'*jion- 
public 3chodl actually took place. Table 9 summar^izes this data. ^ 

ft ^ t * * . - 

The distribution of the returned questloimaires among high/sci\pol attendance 
are^^was roughly comparable to the disCfibution of reported transfers among 
consortia for the July 1975 to February i'^7 period. Returns from^Hale, .'Queen 
Anne and Roosevelt were somewhat higher than expected, while returns from the 
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Franklin, Lincoln ^nd Rainier Beach areas were low, in view of fhe* Transfer. 
Frequency data* ' , * / 

The response from Black families was lower than expected. Five percent of the 
questionnaires represented* JBlack students., Over 15% of the transfers reported 
by the Transfer Frequency Report for the" 1975-76 school year were by Black " 
students. 



TABLE 9 J 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS INDICATING THEIR CHILDREN 
ACTUALLY TRANSFERRED TO A NON-PUBLIC SCHOOL 













% 


Yes 




94.5, • 


No • . ^ 




4.8 


Miscoded 




0.2 .ij 


Missing Information 1 * 


? ; ■ . 


- 0.4 . 










•476 . • 


,100.0 









'V 




RESPONSE TO THE QUESTIONNAIRE 



Description of the -Respondents ♦ ' ^ 



High school attendance aire a transferred fronu Tables 10 tt\rough 18 sunnnarize 
. the information about the transfer students described by the. questionnaires. 
Appendix C contain? tables with additional background infofmat^i^ about respon- 
dents : i.e., the public schools transferred from and the non-public schools 
attended. .In Table 10 these students ate* grouped by 4^ high school attendance- 
area from Hhich they transferred. The largest numbersof returns- were from 
parents of students who had attended Garfield and Roo.sevelt area schools. 
Fewer questionnaires were returned Yrom the Rainier Baach (3.3%) and Franklin 
(3.1%) areas,. According to the Transfer Frequency Rep ort, the Lincoln area is 
also somewhat under-reprefeented. in the survey (4.2%)^. (See Table 7.) 

Age of students at time of transfer . Table 11 shows theVages of the students 
at the tim^ of the transfer. Apart vtrom the five year olov group, which was 
small becajuse of the sample selecti/on process, the fewest t^K;ansfers took. place 
at ages 16 an4 17. The largest nximber of transfers took plcice at #ges'6, ,8, 
14 ^and 13 (most likely at grades 1; 3', 9 and 8). Table 12 displSiys the educa-* 
tional level of the public schools from which students transferred. Fifty-five 
percent .of the transfers were reported from elementary schools, 29.6% were 
from junior and middle schools, and 11.4% fr^om senior high schools. In compari- 
son; 4;7.8% of all current Se£^t»tle Public Scliools students are enrolled in 
elementary schools, 24.1)L4n junior ^and middle schools, and 28.1% in senior 
high schools. <^ 

oYear of transfer .^ The years In which sti^dents began attending non-public 
-schools are represented by Table jL3. , Seventy-one percent of the stud^nta 
described by the questionnaires (318) began attending' the non-public schools 
in the 1976-77 school yeair, while 23% began during the 1975-76 school year. 

** • 

Ethnic backgroi&nd of transfer students . Table 14. displays the ethnic background 
of the transfer students of the survey. Eighty-five percent of the question- 
naires concerned White studerits and 11% litnority students. The background of 
the remaining students was not identified. * ' ' 

White students were reported to 'be 76.3% of students transferring to non-public' 
•schools in the 1975-76 school year; minority students were 23.7% of thfi, total. 
(See Table 8.) * * ' 
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TABLE 10 



AREAS OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS LAST ATTENDED 



ERIC 



Area 
Baliard 


Nupber 
38 


Clevelaod 


IT 


Franklin^ 


.14 


Garfield " 


93 


Hale 




Ihgraham 




Lincoj.n 


1 Q 


Queen Anne ' 




RaiDier Beach 




Roosevelt 


. ' .) 67 


Sealth 


' 23 


Vfest Seaiti^e 


33 


Unidentified 


< 




450. 




'v 










f 


-i 38 




>- 


♦ 





Percent 
. 8.4 
3.8 

3.1 

— 2QnT- 



8.4 
7;8 
4.2 
9.8 

3 

14.9 
5.1 
7.3 
3.1 

100.0 



). 



4^ 
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- ' - TABLE 11 
.AGES OF STUDENTS AT TRANSFER 



, Age 


. wuEDDer 


Percent 


c 
D 




5 7 


6 


61 






.38 


8.4 


.8 


51 


' 11.3 


9 


IK 


• 7.6 








10 . 


V^' 35 


7.8 


11 


1 ^ 27 


6.0 


12 


V 39 


8.7 


13 


47 , 


10.4- 


14 


51 • 


1l'.3 


15 


27 


6.0^ 




19 • 


4.2 




9 ' 


2.0 


TOTAL 


■ 450. 


100.0 


1* ' 


• TABLE 12 


4 

6 



EDUCATIONAL LEVELS OF STUDENTS 



i 






Level 
Elementary 




Peroent • 
^ 55.0 


Middle/ ' 






Junior High 




29*6 


Senior High 




11. »i 
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; ■ TABI^ 13 
^/ 

YEARS STUDfeHTS BEGAH ATTEHDING 
L ' NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

^ ^ > 













Year " 


Nuinber . 


" 0 Percent 






c . 2' 


' 0.4 




1974-75 ' ^ 
W5-76 . 


t 20 
■104 


t .4.4 




t9T6-7T 


. 318 


— -70.7— 




1977-78 


1 


0,2 




■] ani(lent£ffed 


■5 


. 1.1 






450 


100,0 




* * 


I 





TABLE . 

ETHNIC BACKCffiOUHDv " 

OF STUDEirrS w ■ 





NUBri>er 


■ Percent 


Asericsn Ihdian 


; ^ 






20 • 


. 


Black , . • V 


V"^ 23 




Hiapsnio ^ 






White * ' 


383 


.85^1 


Other 




r'. 0.2 


Onidtettfied'^ 


■ 


' 3^6- 


TOTAL 


.450 


. ' 100.0 















Income of the respondents . The annuai^ income of the respondents ' households is 
presented in Table 15.^^ Only 370 of the 450 respondents indicated their income 
range; 22 stated they did not know what it, was. Of the 370 givingnheir income, 
58.7% reported it wds ajjove $20,000." 

Non-public schools to which students transferred . Tables 16, and 17 provid^^ 
information about the non-public schools to whicl\ the students transferred. 
The types of schools are presented in Table 16. Ttl^iargest number of ques- 
tionnaires referred to students transferring' to Catholic, Indepencie'nt , and 
Christian Ti;aditional''schools, (44%, 22% and 11% of the returns respectively).. 
^In viey of corresponding percentages of non-public school enrollment, the;pei:r 
centage representing transfers to Catholic schools is lower than expected, 
while^ percentages for Independent and t^e Christian Traditional schools are 
somewhat higher**^ (See Table .4,) ' ^ 

Table 17 shows that 18.2% or more of the students in this study transferred to 
schools outside Seattle. ^ # 

Type of school currently attended^Sy transfer students . In order to learn ' 
whet^ier some of the students transferring to non-public schools return to 
Seattle Public S^:hools within a short period of the transfer, • the question- 
naire asked what school the student was currently attending. Tatle 18 gives 
the response to th±s question. Only two students were reported to have returned 
to Seattle Public Schools. Almost 90% were still enrolled in the school to , 
which they transferred; 

The percentage of thos6 stating that the student was currently attending a 
public school outside of Seattle is higher than "expected, when compared with 
Transf'er Frequency Reports. It is possible that^some of the ' respondents were 
confused by wording of the first option fo'r^answeting the question about the 
current schoc* — "1) the school mentioned in question 4" — and wrote "4" which 
was the code for "a public school outside Seattle." (See questionnaire in 
Appendix A.) J ' * . 
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TABLE 15 

I 

/ 

AMUAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME 

» 

\ 



Annual .Income 


Number 


Percent 


$0- $4,999 


5 




$5,000- $9,999 


22 


4.9 


$10,000-$14,999 


57 


12.7 


$fl5,000~$t9,999 


69 


.15.3 


$20,000-^4,999 


64 


'14.2 


$25,000-149,993 Q 


t05 


23.3 


$50*000 or more 


48 


10.7 


Don't '^now . ^''^ 
Dhidentified 


22 
56 


4.9 
12.9 


«<«^ 
TOTAL 


450 


100.0 



.'42 
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'''TABLE 16 
TYPES OF NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS ATTENDED 



School Type 


Number 


Percent 


Baptist 


3 


' 0.7 


Christian Accelerated 


5 


• 'i 


Christian Traditional 


48 


io4 


Episcopal 


1 


0.2 


Independent 


99 


22.0 


Lutheran / 


38 ' 


8.4 


Montessor^i 


2 


- 0.4 


Roman Catholic 


* 198 


• 44.0 


Unaffiliated; 


19 


• 4.2 


Various 


37 , 


8.2 




' \ 




TOTAL 


450 


100.0 
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^lABLE 17 . ' * 
LXATION OF SCHOOLS TRANSFERRED TO' 



Location 


Number 


■r 

Percent 


Inside Seattle 


341 


75.8 


Outside Seattle 


/ . -82 


• , 18.2 


Unidentified 
« 


27 


6.0 


TOTAL 


450 

V 


100. 0 


• 








TABLE 18 




SCHOOLS CURRENTLY ATTENDED BY 


STUDENTS 



Current School 


Number 


Percent ' 


Same *Non-Public School 


UOU . 


89.8 


Another Non-Public School 


1U 


' 3.1 


Seattle Public School \ 


2 


• 0:U 


Public Schbolx^utside Seattle 


20 


U.U 


Not , in School 


5 


> -.1.1 


Unidentified 


5 


1.1 



TOTAL 



U50 



JOO.O 



'44 



4 
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Survey Results ; Reasons Parents Gave For Transferring Students To Non-Publlc 
Schools * . * ^ 

information abput parents' reasons forHqjansf erring a child -from Seattle Public 
Schools to a non-public school was gathereSNia three ways by the questionnaire. 
It asked j)arents to rate individually the inriuMce ^f nineteen possible rea- 
sons for transfer on their decision. (They .wereblso provided space to add 
otihiar reasons.) Following this, they were requested^^"fe<) indicate which of the^e 
reasons were their first, second, or third most import^its^asons* JEor transfer. 
Finally, they were invited to add comments at the epd of th^^^questionbaire. 

Results of the parents' responses will be presented Tin three p'artsNvThe first 
parji^ su m marizes the influence ratings and the most important reasons f^is^rans- 
fer. Responses of various subgroups are compared in the second part and - tf 
third part summarizes the written comments of the respondents. 

Parents ' ratings of nineteen possible reasons for transfer. Table 19 reveals 
ttiat- the following faotors were considered very influential in the decisions 
of about 50% of the parents: 



Teachers not providing child with enough challenge and/or assistance 
in learning (235) , , • . 

Lack of discipline in the school (219) ^ * . . * 

Dissatisfaction with curriculum and teerching methods (218) ♦ 

Over 70% of the pareijts said each of the ^bove 'reasons was either "very inf lu- 
ential" qr '^^omewhat influential" in their decision to transfer their child'. 
"Low^*^acaLSemf c^standards" was also cited by over 70% of the respondents as either 
"very influential" or "somewhat influential" in the transfer. . • ' 

Other 'factors considered "very influential" by sizable 'groups of parents were 
"desire for religltm^/moral values and training" (185), "behavior of other 
^studetitzs" (172), "schoo3>p^rsonnel not listening to our concerns^' (109), and 
^'attraction to a special prog^am^jaot offered by the public schools" (106). 
Almost 20%- of the resppndents (87)>aid that a long-standing preference for 
private or parochial education was very^^^Htif luential" in the transfer. 




^en^the number^' of "^very influential'' and "somewK^ influential" ratings were 
combined, sixty- two percent cited the* behavior of other students in the school. 
Nearly 50% in&cated .that "cutbacks ^^n the school program after the 1975 levy 
failure" had some bearing on theii^tecision; Over forty percent cited "school 
personnel not listening to our co'^^tils." 

Twenty-three percent of the responddixt^^reported that concern about busing had 
some influence on £heir enrolling a y^agster in a non-public school. '(Only 
twelve percent said it was "very influential" in their, decision.) ^ ' 

"Bad experiences with other children" (28%) and "unsafe conditions in the School 
(24%) were other influences cited.* "Attraction to a non-public school program 
or method" was referred to by over 30% of the respondents. 
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TABLE 19 



PARENTS' RATINGS OFnFACIOBS INF^-UENCING TRANSFER DECISION 



B. 



a. 



G. 



H. 



I. 



J. 



Cutbacks in the school program 
-after 1975 levy failure 

Low academic standards in the 
school 

Lack of discipline in the 
school 

Child having bad experiences, 
with teacher(s) 

School personnel not listening 
^ our concerns ^ 

' — ^ ^ 

TeacherslioV providing child 
with enough challenge- and/or ^ 
assistance in learning 

Concern that child would be ~ 
bus^ to a school outside oqr 
neighborhood 

Teachers prejudiced against 
minority students 

Too many minorities "in the 
school 

Child having bad experiences , 
with other' students in the school 




Ve;*y ^Influential 
% 

^87 .19-3 

196 43.6 

219 IS.? ' 

f 

64 14.2 
109 24.2 

52.2 



\ 



other parents transferring 
their children'^^ti^ non-public 
schools 



M. 
N. 



Concern for child's "safety 
between home and school . 

Itasafe conditions in the school ^ 

Attraction to a special 



54 12.0 

8 1.8. 

16 3.6 

62 13.8 

3 0.7 

34 7.6 

^2 ,9.3 



Somevrtiat or 
Very Influential 



N % 
48.9 
3.20 7.1 . 1 



321 71.3 ' 
11^. 26.4 
197- 43,8 V • 

321 71.3 



103 22'.9 

14 3.1- 
51 ,11.3 

126 28.0 

43 9". 6 

83 18.4 

110 24.4 
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4.6 



41 



teaching method not offered in 
public school (e.g,, Montessori) 

0. Long-standing preference for 
' private or parochial- education 

B. Desire ^for religious/moral 
valUj^-^^nij training 

Q.^ Behavi^rJ^r students in the 

a! 

jurrieuluin 



scho^ol^^fe^. , flighting, bad 
langudge , iSe -of oHigs, etc.) 



R. Dissatisfaction with ci 
and teaching. methods 



S. Attraction to a special program 
not offered by the public schools 

/ 

Other (first) 
Other (second) 
Other (third) 



88 


19.6 ■ 




153 


34. Q 


87 


19.3 




149 


33.1 


185* 

r 


41.1 • 




26*2 


58.2 


172 


38.2 


/I 


279 


62.0 


218 


48.4 




335 


74.4 


HQ6 


23.6 




153 


34^ 


- 71 






78 


17.3 


45 


IO.jO 




47 


10.4 


26 


5.8 




, 27 


6.0 



/ 



-A 



47 



r* - ^ 

I 

Parents most important reasons for transfer , .When parents singled out their 
three most important reasons, the results were somewhat different. Necessar- 
ily, Responses were more dispersed, in Table ^0 the reastfn^^ parents gave are 
ranked according to a weighted score based on the number of times each was 
picked as a first, second, or third most important factor influencing the 
transfer decisipii. ^ Ccxlumn A displays the score of each item. Column ?B shows 
the tptal number and percent of respondents marking a reason as having first, 
second third importance in their decision. Columns C, D, and E show the 
numbers anSs^ercents of first, second and third choices individually. The top 
items In the Tsanked order, of most important reasons given for transferring a 
student to a non-public school differ slightly from the top reasons the majority 
of parents rated as ve2;y influential in their decision: 

Low academic standards • • ^ * 

Not enough challenge and /or assistance in learning 

Desire for religious/moral values and training ^ ' / 

Dissatisfaction with curriculum and methods - . , ^ 

Lack of discipline > ' ^ 

Behavior of other students ' * • ' 

-Attraction to ^ special' program riot offered by the public schools 

Cutbacks in the school program after <^he 197S levy failur'e." 

^ Four of the top eight reasons parents gave as *the most important reasons for 
transfer are directly concerned with the educktional process, content^ or 
outct)mes — i.e., academic standards,* lack ^-of challenge, dissatisfaction with 
curriculum^and methods, and program cuts after the levy failure. These four* 
categories, plus the reflated reasons parientjs wrote in, accounted for more than 
47% of parental response to the question on the most important reason for trans- 
fer. Study of attractions to ^on-public school .programs specified by .respondents 
revealed that about half of those who gave as thei;: most important reason 
"attraction to a special program..." were expressing fhe same d'oncems about ^ 
quality of education. Written comments suggested tjiis was' also true for some * 
parents who marked "attraction to a special teaching • method. . ." *■ 

Almost 30% of the parents (128) stated tTiat "desire for religious/moral values 
and trailing" was one of the three most crucial factors in their decision to 
transfer their child. A much smaller group (48) stated that a "long-standing 
preference for private or parochial education" was one of their primary reasons. 

"School personnel not listeni^igT^. " was aii important factor for 41 parents' and 
a "child having bad experiences with teacher (s)" was a"* determining factor for 
27 M^^nts. 

Twefityrnine parents stated that c(5ncem that their child would be bused to a 
school outside their neighborhood was one of their three chief reasons for 
transferring their child to a non-public school. Only ten of these said it 
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was their most Inportant reason* 

Thirty-one parents gave the reason "child having bad experiences with other 
students in the school" as one of their most important reasons for transfer. 
A very ^mall* group "gave concern^ about safety as one of the deciding factors* 
for their decision, "Too many minorities in the school" was given by 2% of 
the respondents. ^ - 
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TABLE 20 


















* RANK ORDER OF MOST IMPORTANT REASONS GIVEN FOR TRANSFERRING 

STTOENT TO NON-PUBLIC SCHOOL 
^ n-450 




t 




/ 


• 


A 

Weighted 

, ' Score 

Reuon ^ (A-30+23>fB) 


B . 


c 




D 


E 




- 




Elespondents Indicating , 
Lst* 2nd, or 3rd reason 


Indicating 
Ist 


Indicating-* — 
2nd 


—Indicating 
3rd 


i 








N 


z 


N 


X 


M 


X 


N ' 


z 


1 




Low acadmlc stmuUrds in 
the school 


325 


142 


31.6 


. 73 


16.2 


37 




32 


7.1 


1 


f 


Teachers not providing child 
with eaou^ chell«ng« end/ or 
aeei«tenc* isL leexuing 


297 


146 


3^.4 


49 


10.9 


53 ' 


U.8 


44 


9.8 




4 


besirft for religioue/obral 

values and training 


283 


128 ' 


28.4 


. 63 


14.0 


*29 


6.4 


3* 


8i0 






Dissatisfaction with curric- 
ulum and teaching 'methods 


248 


130 


28.9 


34 


7.6 


• 50 


11. i 


46 


10.2 






0 

Lack o£\dlacipline in 
the school 


240 . 


126 


28.0 


'30 


6,7 


54 


12.a 


42 


t 

9;3 




9 


r 

^Behavior of students in the 
school (ft«g. > fighting^ bad 
language, uae of druga, atc«) 


202 ^ 


100 


uteP 22.2 


36 


8.0 


30 


6.7"* 


34 


7.6 






Attraction to a special program 

no't offered by the public achoola 125 


63 


) 14.0 


23^ 


5.1 


16 


3.6 ^ 


24 


5.3 






Cutbacks, in the acfaool progrsm , 
after 1975 lew failure 

Long-etanding prmfaranca for 
privata or parochial ^chool ' 


106 
93 . 


5Z ^ 
'48 ' ^ 










3^4 

' 5.6 


17 

t 

#■ 


- 3.8 . 
2.9 






School pertouxel not liatsning 
to our concama 

ChU^d barring bad ezpariaacaa. 
with taachmr(a) 


' V 

74 
62 


41 
27 


9.1 

0 

6.0 


9 

14 


f:: 


- 


1.6 


• 1' • 


3.8 


. 4 




Attractiom to a special teaching' 
method not Qfferad in public 
achool (e.g^V Hontmaaori) y 


58 


32 


7.1 


6 


1.3 


1<^ 




12 


^:aFV7 * 


■ /.' 




Goocmxm that child would ba 
bused to a achool outaida our 
n^g|iborhoo4 


57"'T 


29 




10 . 


2.2 




* 

1.8' 


t 

S 

It 11. 


f.2.4 






Childl having bad expariancaa 
«i]|^^othar atudanta in thm achool 


55 


31 , 


6.9 


6 


I.J" 




2.7 


^' 


' 2.9 






Ooaefm conditiooa in 
the adlool 


21 


14 


3.1 


0 


0.0 


4 


0.9 ' 




1.% 




1 


Coftctxn for child 'a aafety^ 
batwmma homm and ^achool 

Too many minoritiaa in 
tna achool 


15 




2.0 


1 


0.2 


4 




• 
4 


0.9 






14 


? 


2.0 


1 . 

it'' 


0.2 


3 




5 


1.1 






Othar paramta tran«f«nrlns t/hair 
childran to nott'-public achoola 

Teachmra prejudicad againa^ 
minority atudanta / 

Othar reaaona (writtta-in) 


1 
0 


1* 

- 0 


0.2 
0.0 


0 

. 0 

48- 


0.0 

t 

o.o 

10.6 


0 
0 

39 


0.0 

t 

0.0 
8.^ 


1 
0 


0.2 ' 

0.0 
8.3 

• 




- • 


No raaponaa 








18 


4.0 


31 


6.? 




1(J.7 
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TABLE 21 

TRANSFER GIVEfTliS MOST IMPORTAHT 
6Y TYPES^'OF NON-FUBtlC SCHOOLS CHOSlSM 










REASONS 


• 


Typa of 
School 


Nuiaber 
Responding 
, to Question 


Low 
Standards 


. Uck of 
Discipline 


Uck of 
Challenge/ 
Assistance 


Religious/ 
Moral Values 
training 


Behavior 
of Other 
Students 


Dissatisfaction 
With Curriculum 


Other 
Reasons** 


Written-in 
Reasons 




ROMO 

Catholic 


190 


30 


> 

22 


21 


35 


13 


- 13 


35 


21 




IndeptDdent 


94 ~ 


23 


3 


14 


0 


4 


11 


25 


14" 




Various- 


58 


4 


3 


7 


7 • 


7 ' 


4 


23 


3 




Christian* 


52 


9 


1 


6 


18 


5 


2^ 


6 


5 




Lutheran 


38 


7 


. , 1 


I 


3 


7 


4 


6 


5 





* Includes both Trsditional^and Accelerated Christian schools* 

— ' ' thi 

4 



** Incliides the 13 remaining reasons listed by the questionnaire* 
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TABLE 22 

rbaSsons for transfer given as most important 
by age of child at time of transfer 

n-432, , 













jflEASONS 


t 

\ 






Age of Child 
at Tine of 
Transfej: 


Number 
Responding 
to Question 


« 

Low 
Standards 


Lack of 
Discipline 


'^ck of 

Challenge/ 

Assistance 


Religious/ 
Moral Values 
Training 


Behavior 
of Other 
Students 


ni fill A tlfif Motion 

With Curriculum 


Other 
Reasons* 


Uritten-in 

Reasons 




— 7" 




— =s — 














c • 

J 


1 n 


1 


1 « 


0 : 


6 


0 


0 


3 


^ 1 


c 

^ 0 


55 


0 

8 


1 


2 


19 
7 ^ 


3 


3 ■ 

* 2J 7 


18 
9 


4 

' 2 ' 


■f 




10 




10 


8 


' 2 




10 


2 




33 


3 






5 


0 


3 


8 


8 




35 


2 


1 


4 


2 


6 




& 




11 




5 


0 


2 


3. 


' 5 




5 


. 5 


12 


38^ 


7 


2 ^ 


.5 


\ 1 


4 


5 ■ 


10 




13 




10 


\ 5 ^. 


3 . 


A 


6 


• 3 


8 


4 


14 


. 51 


9 , 


6 


7 


3 


5 


3 




5 


15 9 


25 


6 




2 








4 


' 1 ' 


16 


19 




2 


3 


/ : ■ 


-1 


? 


4 


,3 


17 


8 


-2 


0 


0 . 

' =^ 


2 . 


0 


1 


- 2 


J 1 





















*Includes the 13 remaining reasons listed by tha ^estionnaire 
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REASONS FOR TBANSFER GJVEH AS MOST IMPORTANT 

B¥ nQwou atxendadcp area 

' n •'A32 



High School 
AtteD4aiice 

'i 


^ Number 
Responding 
to .Question 






7 

O 




REASONS 










Low 
Standards 


Lack of 
Discipline 


Lack of 
Challenge/ 
Assistance 


Religious . 
Moral Values 
Training 


Behavior 
of Other 
Stud^ntg 


Dissatisfaction 
With Curriculum 


Other 
Reasons* 


vf & *■ 4. b vu^m 
Reasons 




38 




2 


6 


10 


5 




2 


8 


4 


Cleveland 


15 




g 




0 


I 




1 


1 


1 ^ 


Franklin 
fik^leW 


lA 
' 89 


18 


0 
4 


" 15 


3 
5 


1 

. 7 




'I 
8 


^ i 
20 


1 
12 


UAle « 


37 ^ 




, 2 


4 


6 


- 0 ^ 




3 


li . 


4 


Ii»g|rahai/^ 


35 




0 


2 


2 


3 




6 


9 


10 


Lincoln]) 


18 




0 ' 


1 


3 


0 




4 * 


4 


1 


Queen Aime 






2 


6 


12 


3 




1 


11 


2 


^Rainier Wch 


14 




4 


I ) 


1 . 


5 




0. 


2 


0 


Rooaeveli 
Sealth { 


64 
22 


18 


6 

0 ' 


8, J 
2 ' • 


7 
4 


. 5 




. 3 

"r - 


11 

7 


;o 


w/seattj.e 


. 32 ^ 




V 


2 


8 


2 




2 


9 


"2 


Unidentified 

— V 
1 


13 


0 


3 


0 


2 


3 




2 


3 


0 



*Include^ the 



A 



13 reMining reasons listed by the questionnaire. 
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Variations in Responses of Subgroups 

Respondents were classified by area of the city, year of transfer, age of 
child at transfer, race, income aAd type of non-public school chosen.' %thin 
these subgroups respoij^ were compared to learn whether different groups per-. 
Ceived different problems. 

All groups, except the parents of 5 and 6 year olds, tended to rate the° impor- 
tance of low academic standards" similarly, when giving' their most important 
reasons — ' 



Ethnic background. The^e was no significant difference in the respoples of 
racial groups on any of the items. ] 

Year of transfer. The year of transfer seemed to make "very little difference. 
in the reasons ^iven for transfer. ' '• 

Income level. . Income groups differed' somewhat in their rating of a "desire ) ' 
foTC religious/moral values and training." This factor 'influenced more of -tKose 
below the $20,000 income level than above. " • 

Age,'.t;vpe of school transferred- Co, and area of the city where the public 
•school was located accounted for most differet^e in the reasons given for 
transfe^- of a child. - • 

lage of non-public school. Respondents whose children transferred" to religious 
schools tended to 'qite discipline and religious reasons. They were also' more 
likely to express concerns about busing than other parents. Parents of chil- 
dren transferring to non- religious sghools were more likely to give "lack of 
ch.allenge and/or assist^ice in learning" than other parents. Table 21 shows 
the reasons giyen as most important by the types of schools to which parents - - 
transferred their children. 



Ag^ of s£udent at transfer . The age' of the child at the time of transfer 
seemed to have an influeace on the reason for transfer also. For children at 
ages 5 and 6 "desire for religious /moral values and^trainlng"' was most impor- 
tant, ^^^ot ages 17, 8", and 12 .through 16, "low standards" was mentioned most 
•often.^1. ■ Lack of challenge" tied with "low standards'" at eight years. At age 
nine lack of challenge" was the most frequently given reason while wrltten-in 
reasohs were most frequent for age ten transfers "Behavior of other "students" 
was^^he most common reason given for transfer at age 11. 'Table 22 displays the 
data on reasons for transfer by age of the child. 
^ ' ■ - ■ ' ' 

■ Attiendance a^ea of public school from which student transferred . When asked to 
give the most important reason for the transfer of their child, responses- showed 

variation according, to the location of public -school a student, transferred 
ttomr, Table 23 presents .the Reason for transfer given as most, important by the 
parents^ in each attendance area- of t^e city. ' . 

For five areas of the .city, more parents gave "low standards" as their first ' ^ 
reason for transferring a child to a non-public school than any other single' 
reason; these areas- wfere Franklin, Garfield, Hale, Lincoln, and Roosevelt. A- 
desire for ^eligious^oral training" was primary for the largest group of 
Queen Anne and Ballard parents. Behavior of pther students was the chief con- • 
cem among Rainier Beach parents-. ■ The largest ^roup of Ingrahato parents wrote 
in reasons other than those listed on ;the questionnaire.. 
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Connnents Wrl.tTten by Parents 



X CGmments that pai;pnts^wrote highlighted some of ^the attitudes and concerns 
behind the coded responses on the questionnaire. Commeiy:s are treated here 
in four categories: 1) attractions to a special program in the non-public 
schools cited by parents; 2) reasons parents gave for transfer other than 
those listed ±n the questionnaire; 3) comments relating to the reasons for 

• transfet^^Msted on the questionnaire; *and 4) general comments'. * , 

An appendix to this rejf^ort containing .respondents' comments is available for 
study in the Seattle Public Schools Research Office. These comments have been 
o edited to protect the anonymity of the respondents. * ^ 

Attraction to non-public school programs . Over 125 parents responded with' com- 
ments^ relating to item "S" of the questidmiaire: "Attraction to a. special pro- 
gram not offered by the pjublic schools (please specify:)." Oaly a small portion 
of the attractions mentioned .by parents were actually spec^l programs not of- 
fered by Seattle Public Schools., Eight mentioned the six year high school/college 
program of Matteo Ricci (Seattle Prep). Fourteen mentioned programs incorporating 
religious education, and two specifically mentioned the Accelerated Christian 
Education method; Nine said the attraction was to a program for children with a 
learning disability while five others said it was to a program for gifted phil- 
dren. Two mentioned Moivtessori programs and one The Eittle School program. One, 
cited the Junior.Admittance Program at Seattle JJniversity and another'^mentioned 
a parent cooperative which involved parents in the classroom. 

Other attractive features in non-public schools ^tad by respondents . Eighty-tw^ 
^ parents, however, mentioned factors other than a unique program. The main at- 
tractions that respondents listed were: smaller classes (10),, more J.ndividual 
attention and concern for students C18)j, challenging academic programs (11) , and 
strong basic education, ^tructure, and Accountability of s*^tudents (15). \ 

Five respondents specifically mentioned' strong academi(i preparation fc^r college; 
others^seemed to imply this in such statements as "English and History required 
all four years" and "systematic teaching of foreign languages end' science." 
Languages and music were the attractions to non-public schools, several stated. 

Reasons for transfer written in by parents . 'More than 125 respondents wrote in 
reasons for transfer not listed/by the questionnaire. Some -of these were con- 
'crete "expressions^ of the 19 possible reasons for transfer listed in the question- 
naire; others were different kinds of reasons. The written-in reasons included?* 

Dissatisfaction with teachers ^ 27 

Concern that child's needs wfere not being met; 22 

Challenge or program for^ gifted . ^ 7 • " 

Treatment as an individual^erson ^ ' 4 * ^ 

Assistance with learning problems 4 

Various 7 

Teachers' strike ^ ^ * lO' 

Concern that child was not receiving adequate » * ^ * 

education * '5 
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Dissatisfaction with Seattle School District . 

policies and administration . ' 

•Dissatisfaction with principals 5 . 

Dissatisfaction with pajti^ular programs, structures .10 ' ^ 

Length of school day 2 

Divided day ^ 1 * 

Open concept . 3 

Middle school or junior high school '4 
Dissatisfaction with discipline, supervision 5 
Concern about instability ©f programs, staff, etc. 5 
Dissatisfaction with school atmosphere, student-*' 
teacher interaqtion \ " 4 
Siie of classes; teacher-student ratio ^4 
Miscellaneous - . - 

Forty -eight parents wrote in their most important reasons for transfer. Among 
these reasons were the teachers ' strike (5), and dissatisfaction with, teachers 
(4) . Four comments expressed the concern that the child was not receiving an 
adequate education: "lack of basics," "could see no learning patterns," "lack 
of teaching," "basic education" and* "my son was offered only one semester in 
eighth grade math." , 

Some reasons were 'related to the* school atmosphere, e.g., "little rapport 
between teachers and students in the schoolf ..," "Eckstein's physical plant 
is inhumane 'an4 demoralizing," and "felt the atmosphere at Lincoln was not .con- 
ducive, to her scholastic Improvement ." . 

iFour reasons concerned personal needs or circxomstances of th^ individual- 
students. * ' ^ \ ' ' 

When all written-in reasons for transfer (not just those marked as most important) 
were combined, dissatisfaction with teachers was the most frequently given \ 
reason (27). St^tementq of these reasons. varied from "dismissed better quali- 
fied teachers" and ."t^eacher poor — product pf riff ing — no e'xp*eri^hce at grade 
level*.., "^to "teachers' poor attitudes toward children as people," and "teachers 
at Haailton were unconcerned whether the fehi*LdJLean;jed an^y thing or not." 



Twenty-two comments expressed the feeling that the child's particular needs-^ 
were not teing met. "Student had special, learning needs that could only be met» 
in an intense teaching or tutbrlng situation*" *^ild unable to read, spell . 
or do math." "I feel sti?qngly children are not dealt with on an individual 
basis enough. They are passed t>ver as^a group and their needs are not met with 
adequately/' ' , 

Ten p^ents wrotva that; the teachers' stri'ke was a catalyst in , their decision to 
transfer their child to a non-public school.. Others mentioned "concerns about 
middle school program," "looking tpwards junior high school and bad reputation 
Madison has^ and "^ort school day at all levels,..." Ajaother respondent cited 
"btoken promises from Seattle Public Schools about what they would do \some day' 
for advantaged students." . * 



Conments on nineteen possible reasons for transfer . A large number of parental » 
comments (147) related to'the nineteen reasons for transfer posed in the question 
naire. The majority of these comments specified concerns about discipline, low 
academic standards, lack of challenge and lack of assistance in learning, as well 
'as dissatisfaction with curriculum and methods. A number expressed concern about 
a lack of regard for traditional values in the public schbols and stressed their 
desire for a Christian perspective. Some detailed the effect of the 1975- levy 
failure on their decision. - ' - 

General comments . Subject mattet here ranges over most of the topics previously 
'inentioned and includes other areas as well. 

The following list summarizes the types of open-ended comments made by parents. 
Summaries orv^plif ications of reasons for transTEers 

Statements on t'eafefief quality and r4£^liig policy % - 

Contrasts of public, and^^on-public schdSEs 
Description of effect of transfer^ l:hild 

Statement of preference for, or support, of, public education 
Statement of * satisfaction with a specific school or teacher 
Statements of lack of support, loss of faith in public schools, 

" anger at the necessity for the transfer 
Analysis of,, solutions for the problems perceived 
Refeirences^ to ^^financial inconvetii-fetfce caused 
^ - c Reactions to being asked about transfer ■ ' * ' • . 
References to racial issues < 
^ ' References to future plans for ^ihildren's education 

References to arrangements for other children in the family ^ 
Reactions to questions on income and race 

In terms of numbers of comments, an important topic was what son^e referred ta 
-as "poor teacher quality. More- than 25 respond&ts expressed concern in their - 
open-ended comments about teachers: their, morale, competence, attitudes toward 
children and teaching, control of students, and mor'al example. Eleyen of those 
objected to retaining teachers on the basis of seniority. Several parents com- 
mented favorably on a particular teacher and a few on a particular staff. 

Many pareats* described the effect of the transfer on their child. In/ill but 
two cases, ^they spoke of positive changes the level of learning aZd^in' atti- 
tudes of the child, ilany also compared the'^two schools the child attended, 
or public schools and non-public schpols. . A number of parents stated tKat. they 
discovered a ieaming problem or Inadequacies in their child ^s education after 
the child transferred. - . ' ^ , . *^ » ^ 

There were about ten comments relating tfir race. Some *White parents felt re- 
verse discrimination was being practiced in schools. Others staged they/ were 
disillusioned* by their children's contact with Black children. A few Mack 
parents expressed problems such as lack of support for Black students. 
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In the open-ended comments more than twenty parents wrote that the needs of 
:^^eir children were not being met in Seattle Public Schools. Most of these 
children were considered either to be gifted or above average, or to have special 
learning problems. 



About t^^tivcoinments'were critical of Seattle School District administration.^ Two 
respondents ^expressed the conviction that the administrative staff is too large. 

Many respondents made statements indicating their preference to have^.their 
children in public schools. Some expressed their anger and frustration that 
they coiild not leave their child in public schoofs and have them jreaeiv^ a good 
education. A smaller number expressed satisfaction with tjieir child's public 
school education or teachers, but stated they wer^ attracted to a non-public , 
school for the next level of their child's education.. A few of these said reli- 
gious education was the attraction; others were less specific. 



Several parents made reference to the financial strain caused by placing children 
in non-public schools. Some expressed anger over it. Parents* comments indi- 
cated that^ Bome/of the transfers were for reasons related to specific needs of 
an individual child, pr were for the time a child was at a particular educational 
level such as middle ilchool or junior high school. Other parents stated that 
they were finished with public schools, and had, or would, transfer all their 
chil^renr permanently. . 

1 

Finally, i alma St twenty ..parents stated object ion to giving information* about - 
their income, some saying that it had no relevance *to the subject. More than 
ten commented on the survey, most expressing thanks for being asked about the. 
reasons for transferring their child, others suggesting it was overdue. 
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 



The present study aimed to answer two' major questions: 

1* Has there been ah increasing trend of SeSttle students enrolling 
in non-public- schools? 

2. What reasons do parents giye* for their decision to\^ransfer their 
children from Seattle Public Schools? . 

Nb Conclusions Can be Drawn About Net Out-Migration to Non-Public Schools 

Seattle Public School records do not show an increased trend toward out-migration 
to non-public schools, however, the numbers of reported transfers increased 
substantially in the *1974-75 school year, and to a lesser -degree, in the 1972-73 
school year. The rate of transfers to non-public schools for the whole District 
^>.4ye rages about 2 •5% of ^otal District enrollment each year. , * 

LacH of .data on in-migration of students to Seattle Public Schoals prevents '~~ 
drawing toy conclusions about neX lo^s of students to npn-ptiblic schools. 
(See Table 6.) 

Apparent Shift in Total Non-Public School Enroilments from Yearly Decline to 
Small Increases . , ' ^ ' 

However, while Seattle .School District enrollment/ has been steadily dropping, 
non^public school Enrollment has recently reveraed its downward trend and has 
experienced increases in total population for tne last two school years. This v 
change reflects the change in Catholic school /enrollment in the last few years. , 

The trend in Seattle non-public school enrollment parallels the national treSd* 
Non-*publ;Lc school attendance has been Increasing slightly in the nation as a 
whole, partlcAilarly in ^Independent schools and some Christian, schools.^ * 
Nationally, Catholic schools lopt almost 40% of their enrollment 'ia the last 
decade, but three ^ars ago their «rate of the decline began decreasing. In 
the^ 1975- 76 school year, at the elementary level, the national decrease was 1.7% 
from the previous year. j ^ 

Reported Transfer Rates Greatest from Garfield and Roosevelt Area Schools 

The proportions of reported transfers from schools in the Garfield -and Roosevelt 
attendance arenas have been higher than in other areas of the city. Recently, 
tr^sfers from Garfield area schools have increased while those* in the Roosevelt 
are^ appear to be declining somewhat. (See Table 7.) . 
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Rate of Reported Transfers by White Students Higher than Percentages of White 
Students in Seattle Public Schools . 

The percentage of reported transfers by White student-s has been higher than the 
percentages of White students enrolled in Seattle Public 'S_chools between 1970 
and 1976. However, in recent years the percentages of reported transfers by 
various racial groups have come cj-oser to the percentages of these groups en- 
rolled in Seattle Public Schools due to a growing rate of transfers by minority 
s tridents. - 

Reasons for Transfer Given by About Half of the Parents Surveyed Expressed 
Dissatisfaction witlTthe Education Being Given in Seattle Ptiblic Schools 

^\ 

The survey of parents reveale4 that reasons expressing dissatisfaction with > 
Seattle Public Schools were the explanations for a child* s transfer, by about 
half of the parents. A smaller number indicated that their decision expressed 
a preference for non-public education, for religious training, or for a program 
not being offered in Seattle Public Schools; reasons given by some others were 
behavior jof other students, concern about child *s safety between home and school, 
and a child having bad experiences with other children in the schtiol. A small 
percent gave concern about busing as the reason for their decision. None of the 
respondents stated that they transferred a child who was slated for mandatory 
busing to a middle school. 



~The"-J.atgest__ferouping of parents in the survey had children whoi^ trtesf erred from 
Ga^rfield area schools. The pattern" of responses from these parents did not 
differ -sufficiently from those of other pare^ts to present a clear explanation 
for the high rate of transfer from the Garfield area. (See Table 23.) 

Problems in Seattle Public Schools Perceived by Survey Respondents ^ 

*A number of problems were perceived by respondents to exi^^t^ to Seattle Public 
Schobls. Groups of parents within the. survey group seemed|tpjrbe. saying that: 



1. 



. 2. 



3. 



4. 



Many forces outside the' classrooms have had a detrimental effect on the 
opportunity for a good education: the' levy system, the teachers* ^dtsi^e, 
^..administrative policies, integration attempts, the retention^ of teachervS 
on the basis of seniority, and the Federal govemm^t?^ -r- 

Seattle Public Schools we^re not p'rov^ding their children with the kind of 
education they desired for them. Low academic standards and failure to 
prdvide for mastery of basic skills were cited as problems. 

Schools lack the discipline and supervision n^etded for a good learning 
environment, parental comments indicated. 

Schools no longer provide moral training and^fail to 'require appropriate 
standards of behavior from students, some.|torents felt.,^, . ^ 
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5. The needs of children who learn more quickly than most or who have^'^special 
learning problems are not being met* Parents who described their children 
as gifted or above average talked of the boredom or wasted potential of 
these children in Seattle Public Schools classes. ♦ 

Another group described the failure of their children to learn because 
their needs for special assistance were overlooked. Some of these^ stated 
that their child's problem was not identified; others said sufficient help 
was not available for their child. 

6. Teachers do not convey an image of professional competence and dedication 
according to some parents responding to the "survey. 
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. .. RECOMMENDATIONS 

> 1 • • 

!• In order to keep account of the net effect of in- and out-migratfbn of • 
-students from the Seattle Public Schools, data should be kept on the ori- 
gin of students transferring into Seattle Public Schools, This could be 
achieved by establishing a code for nev registrations similar to the 
Release Reason cpde used for student files, 

2, Half of the parents responding to this study expressed dissatisfaction 
with the schools as an in^jortant reason for withdrawing their children 

^ from Seattle Public Schools, It would be important to learn whether the 
general population of Seattle parents sharted th^'at dissatisfaction.^ To 
this end, a study should be undertaken to identify problems perceived by 
parents' generally* and to determine the level of parental satisfaction 
with the manner in which schools respond to these problems, 

3-. Both Seattle School District Administration and-tiie Seattle Teachers^« 
Association should examine die claim of some^paj^ts responding to the 
survey that the quality of Seattle Public Sch"o6lM:e aching has declined. 

In the past decade, many forces have i^npistged on the Educational process in 
Seattle Public Schools as in otixer tixban school districts in the nation. For 
some parents the results^ have been<so, adverse that they have taken their chil- 
...jiren out of the pidilic ac&ools in Seattle and placed then^ in non"*public schools. 

As it undertakes the major task of desegregating schools r the Seattle School 
District has the opportunity to reacsw its efforts at making quality educational 
opportunities In^^all schools integral to its desegregation planning. The pre- 
' sent situation of the District affords the chance to mark a turning point in^ 
its recent history by assuming the challenge of ^suri'ng parents that any child 
in Seattle has the opportunity for a good education. 
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NOTES » " 

J' 

^Research and Evaluation Division, City of Seattle, Population Trends by 
Age and Sex, >City of Seattle, 1960-1975 > 

^In the late 1950 *s there were over 12,000 birth§* per year in Seattle; ten 
years later births were about 3,000 less, per year* Between 1972 and 1976 the 
birth level was around 5,500 per year. George Shepherd, Demographic and Socio- 
economic Prof ilea of the Seattle School District, Seattle Public Schools, Seattle 
Washington, 1976. | i 

The Schools and Neighboidioods Heaearch Study, funded by the National Institute 
of Edul : a t ion, is currently researching the rate of out-«Lgration of families 
with school-age childrea from Seattle during the 1970-1976 period, 

%or the survey described ia this report, the schools to which students had 
transferred were classified by location within. Seattle city limits or outside 
Seattle • See Table 15 for the results. ' 

**^Jack Trpwbridge of the Educationalj Service District 121 has bieen studying 
student migratfcm patterns in .King County for the paat several years; Based on 
records kept by soiae ptdblic .school distr:|.cta in tie county, he estimated that 
the net out-migration to non-public schools from the Selattle Public Schools to 
be 151 students betweei July 1, 1975 and^ June 30y 1976i. 

^The weighting formula assigned first reasons three points,- second reasons 
two points and third, reasons ,ane point. ^ 

^Encyclopedia of Education Yearhook , 1974-75. * 

^Education U.S.A ... April, 1977, p. 252. 
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SEATTLE PUBLIC SCHOOLS ' ' 

ADMINISTRATIVE AND SERVICE CENTER • 815 PeurHi Av.?^« North • SmHI*. V^Mk!n|h>n 98109 

April 27, 1977 



r • ■ - 

Dear Parents: ' f'' } ■ ' 

Concern haa been expressed that there is an increasing trend amon^ 
Seattle parents to transfer their children to non-jpublic schools. If 
problems in the 'schools are among the reasons why students transfer out 
of Seattle Public Schools, we want to identify theseS^oblems. 0 

Knowing you have given a great deal of thought to' yopr dedsiQn, we are 
seeking your assistance. Enclosed is a questionnaire asking ^bout the 
transfer of your child to a non-public school. Ybiir 'response to this 
questionnaire will put us more qlosely in touch with ,the concerns of 
parents for th^ir children *s education • Your response will ^ be anonymous, 

If you have more than one child wjip has tra5isfer?:ed^tp a nbn-pubiic - 
school, please answer the question^ in terms of the/child whose name 
appears on-4:he envelope. r j V ^ 

We would appreciate your mailing the* completed questlonnj^re to us by 
May 14. A postage-paid tetiim envelope' il'^ enclosed for your convenience. 
Thank you in advance for taking Jthe .time to comple|;^. the questionnaire. 




j ' ' . ^ ■ .VHaf; Reasby 

^ Associate Superintendent 



Enclosure 



\TTLE public; SCHOOLS 



SUHVEY OF jpAEENTS WITH. CHILDREN TRANSFERRING TO NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS 



We are' interested |in under^fending whyparents transfer their childrea'f rom 
Seattle Public ScI^oo],s to non-public s<:hools (private/parochial). According to 
Seattle Public Scjiools' records,^' your child teigiinated attendance sometime' 
between July 1, 1J75 - April 15,» 1977. for "en^llment in private^arochiaj. school 

[ - ^ ^ . . ' ' ' / ^ \ ' 

Please assist us by answering ^e quesl:iqas below and adding Vour comment's » 

i r ^ • 

' t I r . ; 

Directiojis; If yDu have im^^re than one; child who transferred to a non-public 
school, please ai^er the questions as; they apply to the child whose name appears 
on the envelope > ^ If your child has transferred to a non-public scRbol iaore than 
once, answer the Questions as they apply to the most recent transfer » 



Enter th^ number |of your answer in the space in the right-hand column.' 
questions 3 and f , simply write the sdiool name on the line provided. 



1 

Did your chiid a^ctually transfer to a 
non-public school? 



2) 



;^es 
No 



For 



(i£ you checked "no," please do not complete 
the questiomiaire. Simply retum:this form 
in the envelope provided.') 



2. ^ Wlist was the^age of your child whea 
thig transfej: occurred? 




'4 ' 



Which public school did ycrur child attend , 
at '>:he time of the tran^fer^*- 



1 . . " 

What school{,'did your child transfer 
into after paving the public school? 4; 



Wh^t schoqf is your child currently 
attending? 



Y 



i 



.1 



/ 



■ 2. 



if-6 



^7-9 



1) the school mentioned 5. 
in question* 4 

2) - another non-;public school 

3) a Seattle PubU<f School , 

4) a public, school outside' 
Seattle 

5) not attending school , 



10 



4 4 
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'6. When did your child begin attending 
the non-pub^lic school? « 



1) 1974-75 school year 6. 

2) 1975-76 school year . 

3) 1976-77 sch^ool year 



f 7. what factors, were influential in your decision t^ withdraw your child 
^ from Seattle 'Eublicf Schools? ^ 

'. Using the following code, 6how^how influential each .of > the reasons below 
was in your decision. (Please feel free to write in^ comments.') 



1 = Very influential 

2 = Somewhat influential 
.3 Npt influential 



A. Cutbacks in the/school program after 1975 leVy failure 

B. /Low acadernio^standardS in the school 

G., 'Lack of discipline in the school v . ^ * 
J/. Child having bad experiences with teacher(s) 
E. School personnel not listening to our concerns 



. F. Teachers 'not providing^ child ^ith* enough challenge and/or 
assistance in learning^ • ' * 

G. .Concern that child wo^uld be bused to a school outside --^ 
our neighborhood . * <^ . 

H. Teachers prejudiced against minority sttfdentifc 

I. Too many minorities, in , the sehdol 

J. Child having bad experiences with other students in 
the SQhool . , ' 

; ^ 

K. Other parents transferring their ^cfiildtfen to non-public - 
\ schools \ ' J ^ ^ 

\ 

L. Concern for child's safety between home and school 
M. Unsafe conditions in the school ^ 



J 
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A. 
B. 

E. 
F. 

G. 
I. 

4 

J. 

K.' 



11 



12 



13 



15 



16 



17 

\ 



18 



19 



20 



21 



22 

L. 



^3 



24 
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N. At;traction to. a special teaching method not offered in 
public school (e.g., Montessori) 

0. Long-standing preference for private or parochial education 

P. Desire for religious/moral Values and training 

Q. Behavior of students in .the school (e.g., fighting, 
bad language, use of drugs, etc.) 

R. Dissatisfaction with curriculum and teaching methods 

S. Attraction to, a. special program not offered by the 
public ^schools . ' 

(please specify:) ^ 



T. Other r 



U. Other: * 



V. Other: 



Please enter the three, letters that correspond Moat important 
to the most important, reasons for transferring 

your child to a non-public school. ' List, in order^^ • 2nd 
of Importaiice. PLEASE PRINT LEGIBLY. - ^ . ' 

^ / ' ^ 3rd 
Example ': If "Behavior of students in the school" 
was the primary reason for your child transfetring, ' * • 
then enter "Q" in the right hand column next to ' * 
"Most important." . < 
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9. What i^the ethnic background 
of your child? * 



10. What was the total annual income 
of your «h»usehold,« before taxes, 
last year? 



1) American" Indian/ 
Alaskan Hative 

2) Asian 

3) . Black 

4) Hispanic 

5) l^hite 



1) 
2) 
•3) 
4) 
5) 
6) 
7) 
8) 



$ 0 

$ 5,000 

$ 10,000 

'$ 15,000 



$ 4,000 
9.j999 
$ 14,999 
$ 19,999 



$ 20,000^- $ 24,999 
$ 25,000 - $ 49,999 
$ 50,000 or more 
Don't know 



c 
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9. 



37 



10. 

38 



Commehts : 



Thank you for/tompleting this qfuestionniaire. Please return it in the enclosed 
envelope • No postage is xequii^ed. . " 
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SEATTLE NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS 



MINO^TY ENROLLMENT SUMMAiff 
. 1976 . 
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Aasufflption School 
Blanlbet High School 
Bles^d Sacrament School * * 

Christ the King School' 
Concordia Lutheran School * 
Epiphany School 
Green ll,ake Christian School 
The Buah School 
Holy Family Sdhool 
Holy Names Acadesy 
Holy Rosary Elementary School 
Hope Lutheran School 
laanaculate High School at Cathedral 
Lakeside Schools 
O'Dea High School 
Our Lady o£ Fatlms School- 
Our Lady of Guadalupe School 
Our Lady of Mt. Virgin School 
Our Lady of the Lake School 
Phlnney Ridge Lutheran School 
Sacred Heart Villa Academy 
Seattle Hebrew Academy 
Matteo Rlcd College 
St . ' Alphonsus School 
St*, Anne School 
St/ Benedict School 
St. Catherine* 8 School 
St. Edward School 
St^ George School 
St. John School 
St. Joseph School 
St. Hary Inoaculate School 
^t\ 'Hathew*8 School * 
St. Paul's Parochial School 
St. Thoreae School 
Seattle Country. Day School 
Seattle Sequin School^ Inc. 
MorthgateVChristlan School 
4ew School for Children 
Horthweat Mont est or 1 School . • 

The Love FmiX% School 
Seattli Regular^ Baptist Schools 
The Epoch School 

University Preparatory Schbol ^ 
Rainier Valley Christian School' 
Seattle Learning Center 
The Perkins School 
Small Changes School 
Seattle Seed Center. , 

Totals 

*Data ttlissing for *8even ^schools. 
Source: ^Superintendent of Public Inst; 



SEATTLE HOK-*PUBLIC SOiOOLS 
MIHORITY HNROLLMBHT 'SUMMAKY* 
October 19Z^ \ 
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APPENDIX C 

SEATTLE PUBLIC SCHOOLS FROM WHICH STUDENTS DESCRIBED BY SURVEY TRANSFERRED 
NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS TO WHICH STUDENTS DESCRIBED BY SURVEY TRANSFERRED 
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PUBLIC SCHOOLS FRO! WHICH -CHILDREN 
0 ' RESPONDENTS TRANSFERRED ' 



Ballard 
Cleveland 
Franklin 
Garfield 
Lincoln 
Quee^ Anne 
Roosevelt 
Sealth 

West Seattle 
Ingraham 
Rainier Beach 
Hale 
Blaine 
Denny 
Eickstein 
Hamilton 
. Addams 
Madison 
Meany . 
Mercer ^ 
Monroe 
Sharpies 
Wilspn 
Whitman 
Thomson 

McClifl?e % .' ' n a « ^ 
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Alki 
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PUBLIC SCHOOLS FROM WftlCH CHILDREN OF 
RESPONDENTS TRANSFERRED—CQntinued ' * 




Magnolia 
Dearborrv Park 
^Maple 
Maple Leaf 
Minor 
Mon^lake 
Muir 

Northgate 
North Queen Anne 
North Beach 
Oak Uke 
Olympic Hills 
Olympic View 
Pinehurst 
Ravenna 
Rogers 
- Roxhill 
Sand Point 
Schmitz Park 
Seward . ^ 
Stevens 
SaniBlo 

University Heights 
Van Asselt 
Viewlands 
View Ridge 
Webster ' / 
Wedgwood 
W^st Queen Anne 
\West Woodland 
Wh'ittier 
Allen V 
Decatur 

Alternative Elementary School #3' 1 , * 0.2 • ^ 
Garfield Open Area 
Unidentified 

•TOTAL • It'^. 100.0 / 

- 79% 
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NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS TO WHICH CHILDREN OF 
RESPONDENTS TRANSFERRED 



Amazing Grace 
Assumption 
Bellevue Christian- 
Blanchet' High 
-Blessed-Sacrament 
Bush School 
Christ the King 
Concordia Luth^an 
Epiphany 



Evergreen 

Forest Ridge j 
Green Lake Xhris,tian 
Holy Family . \ 

Holy Names 
Holy Rosary 
Hope Lutheran \ 
Ichthus Community | 
Immaculate High 
Kalm Brae | ' 

Kennedy High | 
Kings Garden Elemei|itary 
Kings Garden High \ 
Kings Temple Chrisjtian 
Lakeside Sehools \ 
Little School | 
Montlake Christian 
New Life- Christiai ^ 
Northgate Christian 
'Northwest MontessQri 
O^Dea High | 
Our Lady of Fatimi 
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NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
RESPONDENTS 



1) 

TRANSFER lED- 



WHICH CHILDREN OP 
-Contii^ued . - 
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Our Lady of Guadalupe 
Our Lady of Lourdes 
Mt. Virgin 
Our Lady of the Lake 
Over lake School 
'Rainier Valley, Christian 
Matteo Ricci 
Sacred Heart 
^t. Alphonsus 
. St. Anne 
*St. Benedict 
St. Catherine 
St. Edward 
St. George 
St.. John 

# 

St. Joseph 

St. Mark 
/st. Mary Immaculate 
\st. Matthew 

St. Paul 

St. Therese 

St. Thomas Day 

Seattle Christian 

Seattle Country Day School 

Seattle Learning Center 
'^Seattle Regular Baptist 

Sequin School 

Stanford School 

University Prep Academy 

Watson^Groen 

> 

.Christian School 
Catholic School ^ 
Early Placement 
Other . 
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APPENDIX D 

MAPS SHOWING BOUNDARIES 
OF SEATTLE PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
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